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ABSTRACT
Organization Meeting Skills:
Effect On Satisfaction With Meetings And. Jobs
And A Suggested Model For Training
(September, 1978)
Mary V. Gelinas
,
B.A.
,
Northeastern University
M.Ed.
,
University of Massachusetts, Ed.D. University of Massachusetts
Directed by; Dr. Emma Cappelluzzo
The purpose of this study was to l) present a new model for
conducting meetings; 2) to propose a design to train people in the
use of the new model; 3) to evaluate the training design in terms
of the participants* reactions, learning, and behavior changes;
and, 4) to assess the impact of the proposed meeting model on
satisfaction with meeting and jobs.
The study was part of an overall training and evaluation
effort funded by the U.S. Office of Education’s Alcohol and Drug
Education Program and implemented by Region VIII Regional Develop-
mental Resource Center, a project of Awareness House, Inc., in
Oakland, California. The project involved 26 staff members of
12 social service agencies in a single county in Oregon.
The meeting model proposed in the study is drawn largely from
the work of Doyle and Strauss (1976) in "How To Make Meetings
Work.
"
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The study vas a time-series field experiment which included
a fifteen—hour weekend workshop. A variety of measures were used
to assess the training and its impact. The study's findings were
based on the data collected before training and for two months
after training.
Systematic observations of the participants at their regular
staff meetings and assessments of their satisfaction with their
meetings and jobs were done prior to training and once a month
for two months after. Participants were also asked to complete
post-training evaluations and to assess their own skill use once
a month for two months after training. The untrained colleagues
of the participants were also asked to assess their satisfaction
with their meetings at the same intervals as their co-workers.
Results of the training and the use of the meeting model
included the following. The training was effective; the formats
of the agency meetings changed, the majority of the skills that
were the focus of the training were used by the participants at
significant levels.
The evaluations of the training indicated that the design
the trainers intended to implement , was implemented. The
evaluations also indicated that observing the trainers using the
skills and being able to practice them were two of the most
helpful components of the design.
The use of the model impacted the feelings of both the
trained
participants and their untrained colleagues about
meetings. The
IX
satisfaction vith their meetings increased although the satisfaction
of the untrained colleagues increased more than that of the
trained participants. The items that increased at significant
levies for both groups concerned the participation and productivity
of the meetings.
There was no measurable change in the participants' satis-
faction with their jobs.
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1CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
If one were to total the amount of time one person spends in
meetings in one lifetime, the sum would probahly be staggering.
Doyle and Strauss (19T6) made a conservative estimate: individuals
spend at least an average of four hours a week in meetings. By
the end of their lives
,
they have spent 365 days - a full year - in
meetings.
It is safe to state that every person in this country spends
at least some portion of every week in a meeting, whether it is at
work, or with some other type of organization such as any social
or service club or group. It is probably equally safe to venture
that most people leave most meetings frustrated and asking them-
selves why they went in the first place. That is unless they have
become immiine to meetings where nothing is accomplished and they
no longer expect to have a say in what does or does not occur.
As Prince (l9T2) stated, "Most meetings are notable for hidden
agendas, lack of candor, and waste of talent. This produces a
high level of frustration and boredom for participants and a low
level of accomplishment both for the company and for those persons
present." (p. ^T)* s- survey of 200 executives, 75^ indicated that
they thought meetings were a waste of time; that they were too
long; and, that for the most part they were disorganized, rambling,
dull, and inefficient (Golde, 1972).
2So why have meetings if they are so expensive, wasteful*, eind
time consuming?
Meetings as usually conducted (some variation of Parliamentary
procedure) involve some dramatic disadvantages. But, they also
include some advantages . "For instance
,
groups can produce more
ideas; group members can stim^llate one another to think more
creatively; groups can pool the members' ideas to develop more
realistic forecasts or the consequences of decisions; groups
generally produce bolder plans than individuals working alone;
and, perhaps most importantly, group members can commit themselves
in the presence of one another to implementation" (Schmuck enid
Runkel, 1972, p. 178).
Given these advantages , it is probably wiser to ask how meet-
ings can be improved. How can we review meetings to look for the
problems and some solutions, to develop new and better ways to
r\in meetings (Prince, 1972).
In addition to the advantages noted above, meetings are also
the major vehicle for people to have a voice in decisions affecting
their lives. Although direct influence on many issues is impossible
for most people given the system of electing local. State, and
federal leaders , others are within closer reach through task
forces, advisory councils, boards, steering committees, community
organizations, and informal groups.
In addition to the potential impact of these small
groups,
their advantages include their ability to funnel the
perspectives
and needs of constituents, to be flexible, and
to innovate. They
3also have a psychological advantage over individuals working alone
in that they provide or engender a sense of commitment, success,
and belongingness (Mansbridge, 1973, p. 353 ).
For managers
,
meetings provide a vehicle for tapping the human
resources of their organizations and for building the formal work
units into teams of people working together (McGregor, i960
,
I96T).
Two studies concluded that meetings are the key to any system of
effective management (Sapolsky, 1972; Sayles and Chandler, 1971).
The common factor among all these groups in both the public
and the private sector is the meeting - that moment in time and space
when people gather together to accomplish something.
With the spiraling increase in the complexity and inter-
relatedness of society, its issues, and its organizations, the use
of smaller, temporary work teams such as task forces has also
increased (Bennis and Slater, 1968 ; Galbraith, 1973; Luke, 1972).
As these groups expand in their role of advising, planning, infor-
mation-processing, and decision-making in business, industry,
social services
,
and the local communities
,
it makes sense that how
meetings are conducted would be the focus of growing attention
(Auger, 1972; Bradford, 1976; Burke and Beckhard, 1976; Doyle and
Strauss, 1976; Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt, 1975). These recent
works include a variety of recipes on how to improve meetings
,
how to make more efficient use of time and accomplish the goals they
were called to accomplish.
These publications agree on one thing - that given the complexity
of the issues with which these groups are asked to deal the old
4tried and true rules of Robert (Robert, 1970 ) do not work any more.
These rules are too inflexible to allow for the kind of information-
sharing, resource-gathering, problem definition and solving that
is needed (Knowles, 1952 ; Prince, 1969).
Thus, a new model for conducting a meeting is needed - a model
that captializes on the advantages of meetings and on the advances
in knowledge of small groups. Ideally, such a model would help
people to combine their strength and ability — making those doing
the problem-solving more equal to the problems ( Adult Leadership
,
1952).
Concomitant with the growth in complexity of issues groups are
asked to deal with is the pure numerieal and economic growth of
companies
,
Tonions
,
lobbying groups
,
conglamorates
. It is no new
observation to remark that all of this is occurring in a world of
fast changing markets, political alliances and natural disasters.
Bennis (I966) indicated that for organizations to even survive
they have to begin to find ways to cope with the rapidly changing
and complex world and, in effect, remain "healthy." The opposite
of this state is one of bureaucracy, strictly defined. Bennis
characterized this structure as having a rigid division of labor,
a well-defined hierarchy or authority, a system of procedures for
dealing with work situations, and an impersonality of communications
within the organization.
Of the four major threats to bureaucracy, Bennis and Slater
(1968) listed changes in managerial behavior due to new concepts
of 1) man based on an increased knowledge of his complex and
5changing needs j 2) of power based on collaboration and reasdn;
and 3) of organizations based on more humane and democratic ideals.
Meetings - used effectively - can be key components for any
organization becoming or remaining flexible and "healthy" (Rush
and Phillips, 197^, p. 108).
The work of the practitioners in the field of Organization
Development is also relevant and timely. As organizations struggle
to survive, or to become self-renewing (Gardner, 1963), managers of
systems in the public and private sector look to the field of
organization development for some answers and some help.
Sherwood (l9Tl) defined Organization Development as "an educational
process by which human resources are continuously identified,
allocated and expanded in ways that makes those resources more
available to the organization and therefore improve the organization's
problem solving capabilities" (p. l).
Meetings are the building block of this field (Rush and
Phillips, 197^+, p. 60). John Jones, vice president of University
Associates, accurately observed at a training session in Spring,
1977, that organization development is really just a long series
of meetings, a series of meetings of small groups of people sitting
in rooms looking at what they are doing and what they want to be
doing.
Despite their importance little research has been done into
the effect of any of the new meeting methods (Bradford, 1976;
Doyle and Strauss, 1976; Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt, 1975),
or into designs to train people in the new models. Any
new model
6
would probably necessitate training people in its use and some
assessment of its impact on the members’ ability and opportunity
to participate and produce and, ultimately, its impact on the health
of the organization.
As Rush and Phillips (19T^) stated, "The literature on manage-
ment and organizational behavior is replete with references to the
unending circle of meetings which appear to take up valuable time
and accomplish little, but there is a relative paucity of empirically-
based material dealing directly with this subject" (p. 55).
They proposed that meetings be the focus of study in relation
to their ability to contribute to the functioning and/or dysfunction-
ing of organizations. "A major gap in management literature
relates to meetings : too often meetings have been ignored or
obliquely considered at the theoretical level, and simply cursed
as a necessary evil at the operational level" (p. 6l).
Leaders in the field of adult education were asking for such
research as early as 1952. Their hope was for a study "of existing
patterns of participation and the inventory, testing, and practicing
of new ways to involve people in the plans and actions of the
groups to which they belong ( Adult Leadership , 1952, p. 27)
The Problem
Tlie problems to be considered here are three; (l) the need
for a new model for conducting meetings as discussed in the
introduction; (2) the need for training people in such a model;
and (3) the need for evaluating both the model and the
training.
will be discussed, then training and evaluation.First, meetings
7In 1972, Janis analyzed the group processes of four series
of meetings at the top level of the federal government that had
all resulted in vhat he termed poor decisions and major fiascoes.
His contention, which he substantiated by detailing the processes of
those meetings, is that it is of crucial importance how meetings
are run; that the process itself can frequently detennine the
outcome, not the information or reasoning of the people at the meeting.
The "enemy" that he determined was the major cause of those
poor decisions is something he coined "group think." "Group
think refers to a deterioration of mental efficiency, reality
testing, and moral Judgement that results from in-group pressures"
(p. 9).
Some of the major characteristics of group think that Janis
described are l) pressure on any member who expresses strong
disagreement with or arguments against the group's stereotypes,
illusions, commitments; 2) people censoring their own comments
prior to expressing them when they deviate from what they perceive
as the apparent group consensus; and 3) a shared illusion of
unanimity about what the group or majority view is. The last is
usually the resxilt of people censoring their own views.
For example, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., a member of the then
President John F. Kennedy's White House Staff, described one of
the meetings during which the decision was made to invade the Bay
of Pigs. "Our meetings took place in a curious atmosphere of
assumed consensus" (Janis, 1972, p. 39). Later, berating himself
for remaining silent about his objections, he stated, "I can
only
8explain my failure to do more than raise a few timid questions by
reporting that one's impiilse to blow the whistle on this nonsense
was simply undone by the circumstances of the discussion" (p. Uo).
It apparently is not enough to have all the information and
resources available to make the decision. It is crucial whose
information is listened to, what resources are tapped. The same
dynami cs that keep any of us silent at our staff, club, or committee
meetings, operate on a level where the stakes are extremely high
and the decisions made have world-wide ramifications.
The need then is for meeting procedures that l) are flexible
enough to deal with the varied and complicated issues that confront
people with limited time and resources
,
who have a variety of
personalities, agendas, levels of status, authority; 2) that can
insure that everyone at the meeting will understand the purposes
of the meeting and participate in determining how those purposes
will be achieved; and 3) that are capable, if the intention is group
decision-making, of eliciting as much as possible all the information
and opinions available from everyone at the meeting.
For further discussion of the problems and issues involved in
groups
,
see Chapter II
.
People who attend meetings are generally familiar with
Robert's Rules of Order . So, a new method would necessitate training
the leaders and the participants in that model. The meeting method
and the training design would need to be evaluated. The evaluation
of the meeting method would need to answer such questions as;
Is it more efficient? Is it more productive? Does it elicit
9total participation? Are the meeting attendees satisfied with the
method and its productiveness?
The importance of evaluating the meeting model in terms of
its efficiency, productiveness, and degree of involvement seems
obvious. If the model replicates the same waste of time, talent,
and energy and produces the similar negative effect as either the
more traditional model of rimning meetings or no procedure at aJ.1,
then efforts to replace the old with a new seem, at best, ill-conceived.
The evaluation of the training design should answer the
questions: did the trainees learn the skills; and, if they did,
what in the training design helped them do that?
The need for measuring the effects of training through
multiple measures that go beyond the usual simple gathering of
participant reactions to the training itself is far from being a
new or unstated demand (Blumenfeld and Crane, 19T3; Campbell, 1971',
Catalanello and Kirkpatrick, 1968; Fast, 197^).
In a 1973 survey of 200 members of the American Society of
Training Directors , Crane and Blumenfeld found that although there
was generally a very positive perception of the effectiveness of
a variety of training approaches and techniques, there was little
evidence as to its effectiveness. They concluded that four
questions needed to be asked about any training effort . .'That
do you do? Does it work? Do you have evidence? And,
how good is
the evidence?
After reviewing 21 studies that attempted to
evaluate training
program effectiveness, Wolfe (1973) recommended that
a fourth
10
question be added: What makes the training work?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to l) present a model for
conducting meetings. (The method presented here is based largely
on the one developed by Doyle and Strauss (1976); 2) present a
training design to enable people to use the model; 3) evaluate
whether the training was effective and determine what about the
design made it effective; and, U) assess the impact of the use of
the meeting model on the trainees perception of their meetings and
their jobs.
This project falls into two categories or types of research.
First, it can be defined as a field experiment. ”A field experiment
is a research study in a realistic situation in which one or more
independent variables are manipulated by the experimenter under
as carefully controlled conditions as the situation will permit"
(Kerlinger, 1973, p. UOl). Second, it is also a time series study,
"the presence of a periodic measurement process on some group or
individual and the introduction of an experimental change into this
time series of measurements, the results of which are indicated
by a discontinuity in the measurements recorded in the time series"
(Cajnpbell and Stanley, 1963, p. 37).
This study hopes to test the following overall hypotheses;
that the particular training design used will result in a majority
of the participants significantly increasing in the use of the
meeting skills and procedures; that the meeting skills and procedures
which are the objectives of the workshop, when used, will result in
an increase in the participants satisfaction with meetings; and,
11
vith their jobs.
It is also hoped that through an analysis of the meeting method
in relation to its effect on participant perception of meetings and
jobs would come some tentative theories about the relationships
among meetings and job satisfaction and organization survival and
growth.
Design of the Study
A fifteen-hour workshop entitled Effective Meeting Skills
was conducted in January, 19TT with 34 staff members of 12 social
service agencies in Grants Pass, Oregon. The weekend training
session was part of a project funded by the U.S. Office of Education
through Region VIII Training and Resource Center, a project of
Awareness House, Inc.
,
Oakland, California. Participants in the
project received four quarter hours of credit from the Division of
Continuing Education, Southern Oregon State College in Ashland.
The project also included workshops in communication skills for
conflict resolution, group skills in problem-solving and planning,
and managerial skills.
The meeting model was broken down into component parts, or
behaviors, for training purposes and referred to as skills. Prior
to the start of training 15 participants from eight of the agencies
were observed during their regular staff meetings to assess the level
of skill use. Their satisfaction with their jobs and their meetings
was also measured as was their perception of their level of skill
use. These observations and measurements were also done once a
month for five months after training.
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Additionally, the colleagues of those being observed at the
meetings were asked to assess their satisfaction with their* meet-
ings prior to the training and for five months after. Others who
vere trained bui: not observed also participated in the measurement
of satisfaction with meetings and jobs and in the self-report of
skill use.
A detailed description of the training design was kept and
an evaluation of the training design was made by the participants
in the final day of the workshop.
Thus, the components of the design were l) pre and post
measurement of the level of skill use through observation and
self-report; 2) pre and post measurement of satisfaction with
meetings and jobs; 3) the training design itself; and U) an
evaluation of that design.
Significance of the Study
This study speaks to four related areas. First, it proposes
a new model or process for conducting meetings. Although the
process is derived largely from the work of Doyle and Strauss
C1976 ) and some from Schmuck and Runkel (1972), it represents a
new approach to organizing and conducting meetings.
This study is also a contribution to previous studies into
which meeting conditions are correlated with member satisfaction
by specifying and testing procedures designed to produce those
conditions. Some of the conditions explored in those works (Aram,
Morgan and Esbeek, 1971; Argyle, 1969; Collins and Guetzkow, 1964;
Exline and Ziller, 1959; Ross and Zander, 1957) include cohesion,
opportunity to participate, completing agendas, using time
efficiently
12
Second, this study includes a design for training people in
the use of the new model. The impact of similar group effective-
ness training has been assessed without the benefit of a description
of the training design (Hall, 1971; Maugham, 1971; Pankowski,
Schroeder and Johns, 1973).
Third, this study evaluates the training in three of the
four areas Wolfe (1973) indicated a training program should
evaluate: participant reaction, learning or attitude change and
behavior change on the job. The fourth area, improvement in job
performance, was not measured. It was assiomed that if the employees
were more satisfied with their jobs, then they probably would
improve in their performance.
A recent literature review supported this assumption.
Srivasta et. al. (1975), after a review of 15 years of the writing
on productivity and job satisfaction in industrial organizations,
stated that job autonomy emerged as one variable nearly consistently
found correlated with both job satisfaction and productivity.
Fourth, this effort represents an initial attempt to demonstrate
how meetings can be conducted to engender worker participation
and influence and to substantiate correlations between those
meetings and the resulting influence with worker satisfaction with
their meetings and their jobs. Besides Srivasta et. al., a
sizeable body of works exists that also substantiates the correlation
between workers having influence in organizational decision making
and satisfaction with jobs. It includes Backman, Smith and
Slesinger ( 1966 ) ; Huebner (1976); Hornstein, Callahan, Fisch
and
Benedict C1968) ; and Schein (l9T0).
To summarize, this study attempts to substantiate a con- •
nection betveen the training design and permanent behavior change
(Blumenfeld, 1973) among trained staff members j between this
meeting method and workers' satisfaction with their meetings and
vrith their jobs.
Definitions
To clarify pertinent terms utilized in this study the follow-
ing definitions are listed:
Design . A series of training methods combined into a plan for
an entire session.
Evaluation . An assessment of whether certain actions have
led to certain desired other actions or outcomes.
Formal Organization . A formal "organization is the rational
coordination of the activities of a number of people for
the achievement of some common explicit purpose or goal,
through division of labor and function, and through a hierarchy
of authority and responsibility" (Schein, 1970, p. 9)-
Group . Several persons (two or more) in a face-to-face setting
with a stated or unstated purpose.
Informal Organization . "The description informal organization
refers to those patterns of co-ordination that arise among the
members of a formal organization which are not called for by the
blueprint" (Schein, 1970, p. lO).
Meeting. Two or more persons working together in a time-bound,
face-to-face situation with goal(s) and task(s) to accomplish,
14
about which members want to or are required to communicate infor-
mation, make decisions, plans or take action.
Procedure
. A series of concrete behaviors people agree to perform
at a meeting, or how events occur at a meeting.
Skill . Particular behaviors, both verbal and nonverbal. "The
tools a person needs to bring his actions in line with his
intentions" (Miles, 1959, p. 32).
Task . "The work that must be done in order to accomplish some
purpose" (Steiner, 1972, p. 15).
Trainer . Person with responsibility for giving information to
and helping individuals and group members learn experientially
from structured activities which they have designed and/or
implemented for the purpose of producing knowledge and/or skills
in the trainees.
Training . A systematically-planned approach, usually experientially-
based, to learning particular skills and acquiring certain knowledge.
Limitations of the Study
1. One of the major limitations has already been mentioned.
No assessmejit was made of the impact of this model or method of
running meetings on the effectiveness of the meetings in terms of
accomplishing their stated purposes or the purposes of the organiza-
tion.
2. Its generalizability is limited by the training having
been done in a rural community exclusively with staff of
social
service agencies. Applying its findings to urban
and/or industrial
staff would require additional study.
15
3. Although, duration of the study was January, 1977 to June,
1977, only data collected the first three months was used becaus'e
of participant drop out. Additional data collected after another
six months would provide better evidence of changes in participant
behavior at meetings and any other organization changes resulting
from the use of the meeting method.
4. The number of participants involved in the training was
26. The number of people observed was 15. This limits the strength
of any statements that can be made about the effect of the meeting
model.
5. Another major limitation was that there was only one
agency that included the majority of a single work group in the
training. The remainder came as individuals and so were not
meeting with colleagues trained in the model. Use of the skills
was therefore not generally reinforced. It was assumed that this
had a major impact on the level of individual skill use.
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
Chapter I described a context for the study, considered
the significance or relevance of the problem to be studied and
outlined it's definitions and limitations. Chapter II presents a
review of the literature relevant to this study and Chapter III
reviews various methods of conducting meetings and describes the
model that is the basis of this study. The training design is
discussed in Chapter IV and Chapter V includes the hypotheses
explored, a description of the research design and the data
collection procedures. How the data was analyzed, the major find-
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ings and conclusions is reported in Chapter VI, and in Chapter VII,
the findings of the study are summarized and discussed in relation
to their implications for future study and research.
CHAPTER II
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REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
To build a frame of reference for this study, the following
review of literature is included. This review is organized into
two chapters. The first discusses meetings in relation to
organizations and considers the issues in groups as they relate to
meetings as a type of group. It also reviews studies similar to
this study. The second reviews what social scientists and people
working in the private sector say about how to implement productive
meetings. The meeting model that is the focus of this study is
also described in this chapter.
Meetings and Organizations
As indicated in the introduction to this study, meetings
play a large role in our lives, in and out of work. They also
play a part and perform a variety of functions within organizational
life. They can serve as the major vehicle for transacting business;
as a strategy to gain support for a neighborhood association;
as a means to exchange information for an investigative task force;
or a means to develop collaborative work efforts and creative
problem solving for intact work groups in business, industry,
education, or social services. Regardless of the stated purpose,
meetings also provide a way for people who work together or want
to work together to meet their need for affiliation, sometimes
esteem; to disseminate and acquire information needed to do their
job; to gain understanding of how their job fits into the overall
effort to meet its goals; and to wield some influenceorganization's
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over their work, situation.
The issues discussed here and the model being proposed is
applicable to any type of meeting, regardless of its purpose.
There are issues and variables common to all meetings whether they
involve a person's job or not and whether they occur in the public
or the private sector. First, the overall functions meetings
perform for organizations are considered.
Integrating Formal and Informal Organizations
In all systems of people, two organizations exist; the formal
and the informal. Dalton (1959) suggested that meetings of the
formal organization are one of the major connectors between the
formal and informal parts of an organization (pp. 227-228).
Rush and Phillips (19T^) concurred. "The central position of
meetings in organizational development efforts, in conjunction
with the recognition of these efforts as strategies of increasing
the congruence between the formal and informal, lends support to
our view of meetings as a bond between these two aspects of
organizations" (p. 6o).
Research indicates that informal groups exert substantial
influence over the productivity of its members . The direction of
the productivity is determined largely by the members' identification
with the organization's goals and their perception of the support
the organization provides (Seashore, 195^, P- 98)- Given this,
it behooves an organization to engender such identification. One
way to accomplish this is to organize meetings that enlist staff
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participation in information exchanges and work-group or unit goad-
setting.
Integrating The Parts Of The Organization
Besides their membership in a variety of informal groupings
within the formal organization, workers belong to different units
or subgroups (departments, branches, divisions, etc.). Their
jobs - depending on the size of the organization - abet the achievment
of part of or all of one or more of the organization’s goals.
(The larger the organization the smaller the portion of the overall
goal that the individual's work helps produce.)
Integrating the work of the individuals and then the pro-
duction of the units or subgroups is one of the major problems
larger organizations need to face to produce effective performance
(Schein, 1970, p. l6) . If the informal and formal groups and
units begin to compete with one another for resources, higher
(or lower) production rates, and recognition, overall organizational
goals can become lost in light of the more immediate competitive
issues
.
"One of the major problems affecting organization effective-
ness is the amount of dysfunctional energy expended in inappropriate
competition and fighting between groups that should be collaborating
(Beckhard, 1969, P* 33).
Integrating these groups entails a restructuring of the formal
organization and designing and regularly implementing procedures
which engender communication and understanding among these various
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groups and therefore enables them to more effectively meet organlza-*
tion goals (Schein, 1970, p. 17).
Meetings perform a major portion of the integrative function
among the formal, informal, and parts of the organization - a
function needed by the larger and more complex contemporary
organizations (Galbraith, 1973). For example, in a 197U study of
an organization in which a paucity of staff meetings had led to
lack of coordination, conflicts, and crisis among the individuals
and units
,
the organization was able to become more "healthy" by
instituting more meetings (Rush and Phillips, 197^).
In meetings involving representatives of various groups, the
parts of the organization are "linked" (Likert, 1961) so that work
can be performed with an eye on both unit and organization goals.
They provide forums for coordinating activities, exchanging
information, and mutually planning, solving problems, and evaluating.
Such meetings can bring about greater understanding of organizational
goals, lend legitimacy to decisions made, produce commitment to
implement decisions and help each person within the organization
understand how their work contributes to the unit's and the
organization's success (Jay, 1976).
Maintaining Healthy Organizations
Of the ten characteristics of a healthy organization Miles (1965)
listed, eight are notable here as they can all be generated through
proper organizational use of meetings, i.e., organizing meetings
specifically to achieve those conditions. These characteristics
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include l) the goals or purpose of the organization are clearly-
understood and "reasonably well accepted" by its members; 2) the
communication is relatively distortion-free up and down the ladder
and between the system and its environment
; 3) the influence is
equitably distributed; h) the human resources of the organization
are used effectively; 5) its members want to remain with the
organization and influence it and be influenced by it; 6) its members
feel satisfied; T) it is creative and invents new methods, moves
towards new goals and diversifies itself; and 8) has a system for
sensing problems, defining them, developing and agreeing on solu-
tions, and implementing and evaluating them (pp. 381-382).
Healthy organizations are also ones in which goal-setting
occurs at all levels (Beckhard, 1969). As already indicated, this
also leads to more commitment to those goals. This commitment,
Beckhard contended, leads additionally to higher goal setting and
higher rates of achievement - certainly higher than when people
are asked to carry out goals they have had no say in developing
(p. 38).
One way to accomplish unit goal-setting is through periodic
team meetings the purpose of which is to agree to goals and design
means for identifying and solving any problems that might interfere
with the achievement of those goals.
Such goal-setting can occur in every unit of the organization
and can be collaborative in that each unit or part would have a
chance to influence the final goals. This system of organization-
wide goal-setting also provides a way to integrate the parts
of the
organization and the informal and formal groups.
Exchanging Information
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Collaborative goal-setting implies that the most relevant
soiiTces of information are scattered throughout the entire organiza-
tion and that the problem solving and decision maJcing responsibilities
should be located as near to the sources of information as possible
CBeckhard, I969
,
p. 26 ).
Galbraith (1973) maintained that increasing the number of
lateral relations (task forces, teams, groups) can increase its
information processing capacity, and therefore, its productivity
(p. U6), if the organization is dealing with increasing uncertainty
because of a change in technology, competition or diversification.
If, like most organizations, the system does not include many
such lateral relations, meetings can still be used as effective
information-sharing vehicles among subordinates and between
subordinates and supervisors. Such gatherings can also alleviate
concerns about whether information is being shared with everyone
in the organization.
Galbraith's notion of organizations dovetails with Rush and
Phillips' idea that meetings relate to overall organizational
features. For example, meetings are probably more functional in
organizations where coordination and flexibility are key to
performance and productivity and in which authority is dispersed
among a variety of units or parts. Meetings then are
critical
to the necessary continuous integration, coordination
and exchange
of information.
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Implementing Organization Development Efforts
Meetings have a primary role in organization development
efforts. Organization development (OD) is one approach to establish-
ing and maintaining healthy organizations, or, as Schein described
it, organizations with an adaptive coping cycle (pp. 119-129 ).
He maintained that one of the conditions for this is attained
through effective group action.
French (1969) agreed. He described groups as key to people
satisfying their needs and that such groups became more effective
in meeting individual and organizational needs when work is done
collaboratively
.
Cognizant of the many dynamics that operate in a group and
that can interfere in its work, Schein put a rider on his espousal
of group action. He asserted that training in effective group
membership and leadership is key to the group’s ability to define
and solve problems that arise both within the group itself and
within the organization (p. 128).
Meetings-A type of Group
Human behavior can be explored from a variety of perspectives.
The major focus of this study is behavior in a particular kind of
small group
>
groups of from two to approximately 15 people.
Much research has been done into small group behavior. It is
not meaningful to ask whether they are more effective than
individuals. Research points to different answers. Evidence that
groups are in fact more productive and creative (Bennis and
Slater,
1969; White and Lippitt , 1968) is countered by evidence
indicating
the opposite (Davis, 1969 ; Stogdill, I969). Some of
the variables
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that determine whether a group is productive or not are considered
in this section.
The safest generalization one can maJce about groups is that
certain variables seem to effect the individual behavior of group
members in a variety of ways. Variables that have been the focus
of numerous studies are style of leadership, the type of task, the
knowledge and skill of the group members
,
the environment in which
the group is meeting, the presence of a hierarchy and whether the
individuals have group process training. A portion of the research
into variables that are relevant to task groups and meetings is
summarized in this chapter. ("The participants in meetings do of
course constitute a group" (Rush and Phillips, 197^, p. 59).)
Such research is difficult to implement given the range of
variables. Steiner (1972) described group research as similar to
studying the tips of icebergs. "We have treated group process as
a continuing seq_uence of observable acts, and have not worried about
the critical events that occur inside the people who produce those
acts. A complete description of group process would deal with
internal events as well as with person-to-person transactions"
(p. l8i+).
Janis' study (1972) into "groupthink" supported Steiner’s
claim.
Task Groups And Meetings
Prior 'to a discussion of small group research as it is
relevant
to meetings, the following distinctions between groups,
task groups
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and meetings are included to clarify the focus of this review.
Although the study of small groups overlaps into the study
of meetings, much has been done into the former and little into
the latter. The continued interest and research into small group
behavior, and the infrequency of in-depth studies specificadly into
meetings in organizations seems to have added complexity to the
study of their actual and potential functions of meetings vs.
groups in organizations (Rush and Phillips, 1974, p. 59 ). For
purposes of this study, then, the differences are defined.
All meetings are groups, but not all groups are meetings.
The key differences are that meetings are time-bound and involve
explicit tasks and/or purposes. Meetings are gatherings of two or
more persons in a face-to-face, time-bound situation for the
purpose of accomplishing a goal or tasks that require members to
communicate with one another, make decisions, plans, or taice action.
Groups, on the other hand, are simply ’’collections of mutually
responsive individuals, small sets of people who influence one
another through direct, generally face-to-face contact” (Steiner,
1972, p. 5-6). Davis ( 1969 ) defined a group similarly, adding
exterior influences to the forces having impact on the group (p.4).
Miles ( 1959 ) definition of group - ’’several persons working
in a face-to-face setting on a task that requires their cooperation”
is closer to how "meeting” is being used here (p. 2).
Task refers to the work that a group must do to accomplish
some purpose. Thus a task group has a job and a purpose. The
meeting could also be defined as the time and place for
such work to
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be accomplished. "Meetings" in this study refers to meetings of
task groups.
Some Factors Effecting Productivit;v
When people gather to accomplish something, the variables
effecting the situation include the people (their abilities, per-
sonality, motives, and needs); the task (its complexity, clarity,
degree of difficulty, and the resources available to accomplish
it)
;
the environment (the immediate location, the larger organiza-
tion, community or social history of the group); and finally, the
people's reactions to one another, the task, the environment and
hov they approach or perform the task.
Davis ( 1969 ) distinguished among similar elements of a group:
group product (the resiilt of the group's work); the group structure;
and the group process. The distinction between the last two is
that structure refers to the pattern of interactions among the
individuals and that process refers to the variations occuring as
participants follow the pattern (p. 5).
Benne and Sheats (19^8), in their now landmark classification
of group member roles and functions, focused on the individual's
behavior in a group and made distinctions among them based on the
particular behavior's relation to the task, the individual, or to
the entire maintenance of the group. Bales (1958) made similar
differentiations. The behavioral categories were referred to as
task roles, individual roles, and group building and maintenance
roles. "Role" refers to a pattern of behavior which characterizes
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an individual’s place in a group (Luft, 1963, p. 33 ). The functions
needed in a group are discussed in more detail later in this
chapter.
Steiner ( 1972 ) specified status differences, levels of self-
confidence, social pressures, and quality of individual contributions
as primary aspects of the individual variables that determine whether
a group achieves full productivity.
Schein (1969) listed the individual's identity in a group;
their control, power, influence, and the group's level of acceptance
and intimacy as well as the individual's needs in relation to group
goals as potential problem areas in any group. He noted that these
wo\ild be particularly problematic for new group members.
In their discussion of meetings as a major vehicle to coordinate
lateral and vertical communication. Rush and Phillips ( 19 T^)
wrote that one of the three key dimensions in meetings is the
presence or absence of hierarchy. The other two are the presence
of workers whose job entails coordination of activities and agree-
ment to a group communication pattern.
In his review, Argyle (1969) also found that status differences
in groups appeared to inhibit discussion and collaborative problem-
solving. Groups with status differences spent more time discussing
the ideas of those members with status (p. 256).
Bridges, Doyle and Mahan ( 1968 ), after a study of 20 task
groups, concluded that hierarchically differentiated groups were
less productive, less efficient, and partook in less risk-talcing
behaviors than undifferentiated ones. More interpersonal
conflict
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was also found in differentiated groups (Exline and Ziller,
1959).
Davis* (1969) summary of research which indicated that
groups made more risk-involving decisions only if the more
influential members of the group favored such decisions is
in accord with these findings. This "risky shift" occured
particxilarly in groups where the members saw the risk and
responsibility for the decision being shared by all of them
(p. 6U). If the situation was ambiguous members tended to
question their own judgement and deferred to the decisions
of the members with status or influence in the group.
The number of people in a group effects its ability to
produce and the general group feeling of cohesiveness. This in
turn effects satisfaction with the group and its productivity.
Gibb ( 1951 ) found that the number of solutions any group was
able to produce decreased as the number of group participants
increased.
Seashore (195^+) in a study of 5, 8T1 employees of manu-
facturers of heavy machinery found that the fewer the members
in a group (five to seven) , the more opportunity for interact-
ing and the greater the satisfaction with the group discussion
and the greater the sense of cohesion.
"Cohesiveness: is defined as the "attraction of members to
the group, or to state it more formally, the resultant
of
the members to remain in the group
,
all forces acting on
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including both driving forces toward the group and restraih-
ing forces against leaving the group" (Seashore, 195U, p. H).
Highly cohesive groups also exhibited less anxiety and
less variation in productivity. They varied the most
dramatically from the plant production norms. The norms fell
above or below the plant norm according to whether the group
members identified the larger organization as a supportive
setting or not (p. 98)
.
Cohesive groups tended to pressure individual members
'
reaction to tasks to fit the norm. Members who reacted in
a manner that is outside the group norm are generally punished
or rejected by the group (Schachter, 1951)* Arthur Schlesinger ’
s
unwillingness to share his reservations about the decision to
invade the Bay of Pigs reflected the impact of such pressure
on an individual's participation in any group decision.
Another important variable is the individual group
member's approach to the task, or the process. As described
by Steiner (1972), process "consists of the actual steps taken
by an individual or group when confronted by a task. It
includes all those intrapersonal and interpersonal actions
by which people transform their resources into a product,
and all those nonproductive actions that are prompted by frus-
tration, competing motivations, or inadequate understanding
Cp. 8).
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Miles ( 1959 ) distinguished task from process by stating
that process refers to how things are happening rather than
what is being talked about (p. 2). Implied in this is that
process changes over time. Luft ( 196I) referred to this aspect
of group dynamics as structure, or the internal organization
and procedures of a group (p. 31 ).
The group process abilities of the individuals in the group
effect group productivity. Group members trained in group
dynamics make more correct decisions
,
that are of higher
quality and respond to conflict and compromise more efficiently
than groups of individuals not trained in group dynamics (Hall,
1970).
The group's ability to accomplish the task and the task
itself have an effect on the group process. In his review
of literature on group performance, Davis (1969) indicated that
the cooperation, morale, and cohesiveness of a group increase
with the group's success in accomplishing tasks and that these
qualities decrease with failure.
The job which the group is to accomplish places varying
demands on the individuals and the group as a whole according
to the complexity of the task and the resources required to
accomplish it. Resources refers to the knowledge, skills,
materials, or tools available to or possessed by the individuals
who are attempting to do the job.
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These demands naturally have implications for the way
a group approaches a task. Both Steiner and Davis noted the
importance of what they call "prescribed process" (Steiner,
1972, p. 185) and structure (Davis, I969, p. ^0). They saw these
as essential to the group taking advantage of their collective
resources and operating at maximum productivity and effectiveness
on a task - particularly when the task is a demanding one.
Blake and Mouton (1961) believed that there is a cause and
effect relationship between the way decisions are made and the
quality of the decision. Although their study does not
directly support their contention, they did isolate some key
variables: group member's sense of responsibility, control and
satisfaction and its connection with commitment to group
decisions. Supervisors and subordinates in their study were
equal in satisfaction when they shared power equally (p. 33).
When they set goals together the groups reported a high sense of
teamness (p. UU) and both felt a high degree of responsibility
for the decisions.
It is interesting to note that the supervisors' satisfaction
was highest when they were completely in control. The effects
of different leadership styles on group morale and productivity
yill be considered in the final section of this chapter.
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Characteristics Of An Effective Task Group
Given the number of variables that exist within any group,
what qualities characterize an effective or productive one?
According to Argyris (196U), a group increases in effective-
ness as group members are more able to openly state their own
ideas, feelings, and values and experiment with new ideas,
feelings and values. He maintained that as the group develops
norms for individuality, trust and concern; and develops an
effective decision-making process, less defensive reactions and
fewer rivalries and hostilities occur (p. 219).
Likert (1961) focused on the properties, attitudes, knowledge
and activities that would foster those norms. According to
him, the following exist in effective groups:
• skills in the leadership and membership roles and functions;
• motivation to achieve the group goals;
• the existence of a supportive atmosphere for all the group’s
interactions, problem-solving and decision-making activities;
• acceptance of group goals and expectations that have been
set by the group;
• motivation to use communication methods that best serve the
interest and goals of the group;
• motivation to communicate and receive communication;
• clear understanding of the goals and operation of the group;
• leaders selected by peer nomination Cpp* l62—ITT)
•
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All sounds very laudable and perhaps achievable
,
but
probably not without the development of specific procedures for
the decision-making, information—sharing
,
and discussion within
the group. Because of the issues already discussed, it is
frequently very difficult to produce an effective work group.
In observations of more than 100 meetings of teachers mandated
to team teach, Myers Cl9Tl) noted that the groups spent their
time in eight major categories of behavior - one of them was
how they wanted to work together as a group.
Of the difficulties encountered by task groups that are
commited to participatory decisions in addition to the variables
previously discussed are the time required to make group
decisions; the potential conflict involved when participants per-
sonalize the issues or fear evaluation or feel inadequate; and
one already discussed, the inequality of influence exerted by
the members due to knowledge, skills, verbal ability, or position
(Gordon, I96U; Mansbridge, 1973).
For the group to be effective Mansbridge suggested that
guidelines for the time commitment be established; that the
group accept emotional issues as a part of the decision-making
process and life of a participatory group and spend time both
on accomplishing the task and dealing with those issues; and
that the group members be trained in group dynamics. Group
dynamics refers to the study of individuals interacting in small
groups (Luft, 1963 , p* 1 )
•
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Although not usually stated, task groups really have tiwo
objectives: the explicit one of getting the job or task done
and the implicit one of keeping the group in good working
order. The latter goal involves responding to the variables,
sometimes difficulties, mentioned in this chapter; responding
in such a way that allows the group to survive and be "healthy."
Benne and Sheats (19^8) believed that it was important to
train both leaders and members of groups in skills to improve the
functioning of task groups. They maintained that the role of
leadership involves functions that need to be performed to help
the group work productively (p. Ul) . Function refers to an act
required by the group (Miles, 1959, p. IT).
As mentioned previously, they divided the functions that
they thought a group needed to survive into three categories:
group task roles, group maintenance roles, and roles directed
toward the satisfaction of the individual.
Group task roles involve the specific task that a group is
undertaking. "Their purpose is to facilitate and coordinate
group effort in the selection and definition of a common problera
and in the solution of that problem" (Benne and Sheats, 19^9,
p. h2)
.
Group building and maintenance roles deal with the
functioning of a group as a group. "They are designed to alter
or maintain the group's way of working, to strengthen, regulate,
and perpetuate the group as a group" (p. 42).
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The roles directed toward satisfaction of the indivi4ual need
can he productive or not depending on how closely alligned group
member needs are with the group goals.
Likert ( 1961 ) and Miles (1959) saw these functions as key
to an effective group and maintain that the roles should be
performed by both the members and the leaders. Many disagree and
see leadership as resting with one person.
Leadership And Task Groups
The issue of leadership is a complex one. No review of the
literature is attempted here. Only the issues that have implica-
tions for meetings and task groups are considered.
Studies into the issues of leaders and leadership have
followed three different tacks. One approached leadership
in terms of personal traits, charisma, wealth or position.
Another conceived of it as being situational - that is, it depends
on the partic\ilar job and followers the leader is expected to
contend. The last treated leadership as a series of functions
or actions that can be performed by one person or a variety of
persons at a variety of times and places.
Spotts C196 U) and Miles (1964) suggested a fourth per-
spective on leadership that they call interactionist . This focused
on the relationship between the supervisor and the subordinate
because, they asserted, leadership is an interaction between
the leader and the members of the group.
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"Leadership" refers to a "Process of influencing the.
activities of an individual or group in efforts toward accomplish-
ing goals in a given situation" (Hersey and Blanchard, 1972,
p. 68 ).
Assuming that the findings of Cartwright and Zander ( 1968 )
are correct - that all group objectives can be categorized into
either l) achieving the stated group goal and 2 ) maintaining
the group itself - then leadership actions can be judged on the
basis of two criteria: whether they help the group get the job
done and whether they help improve the working relationships
vrithin the group.
Miles ( 1959 ) suggested some additional criteria: whether
the act facilitates the participants getting their needs met
and whether they grow in knowledge of the particualr subject or
in being able to participate more effectively in work groups
Cpp. 18-19). Leadership would then be determined by the needs
of the situation, by both the job and the needs of the group
members, not on the basis of protocal, and time spent developing
the group would be legitimized (Francis and Woodcock, 1975, p. 72).
Some earlier research suggested that an individual’s behavior
tends to fall into one of the categories suggested by Cartwright
and Zander, and not both. After observing the work of task
groups. Bales and Slater (1955) categorized all the behaviors
as either task or maintenance related. They found that the
categories of behavior were usually performed by different people.
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They referred to them as a task specialist and a socioemotional
specialist Cp- 298). They offered the following explanation
for this finding. ’’The tendency toward differentiation
depends basically, we believe, on the fact that all social
systems are confronted with several fundamentally differentiated
problems, and with a limitation of resources which makes it
difficult to keep all of them solved in short time spans" (p. 300).
They hypothesized that these roles become differentiated in
relation to the different kinds of problems with which the group
is confronted.
As noted before, these categories correspond with the
major categories of issues and objectives that group members
contend with during meetings; getting the job done, or the
task, and maintaining the group, or the process (Pfeiffer and
Jones, 19T6, pp. 136-138).
In a followup study. Bales (1958) found that the task
specialist or "idea man" tended to initiate the most in problem
solving efforts
,
and also tended to be the least-liked over a
period of time by the group. The best-liked person was the
one who exhibited more positive reactions, asked more questions,
and showed more feelings generally. The same person did not
necessarily behave the same in all groups, however. It depended
on tlie purpose of the group, who was participating, etc.
The need for attention to both the job at hand and the
of the workers by a leader was recognized asrelationships
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early as 1938 in the literature by Barnard. The study o£ these
has continued and is now included in the study of management
theories and theories about the basic nature of human beings
CHersey and Blanchard, 19T2 ).
Some others disagree with the idea of a task or a maintenance
specialist. They contend that an equal emphasis on both the
task and the relationships is key (Blake and Mouton, 1964;
Halpin, 1959) and that the amount of emphasis in either area
really depends on the situation and the level of maturity of
the followers (Etzioni, I96I; Hersey and Blanchard, 1974).
Lassey (1971) emphasized the relationships, or people aspect
of any situation over the job. He placed primary responsibility
to help the group improve their working relationships, their
functioning as a team on the manager or leader. He stated, "It
seems quite clear that success as a leader depends primarily on
the ability to enlist and maintain follower commitment and
collaboration in the achievement of defined goals, which implies
a need for aspiring leaders to understand principles of individual
and group behavior as these principles apply to the practical
goal-oriented situation" (p. 252 ).
There is some research that correlated this employee-
centered type of leadership with greater productivity (Likert,
1961 ; Trist and Banforth, 1951) and with staff morale and job
satisfaction CSpotts, 1964). This is not always true, however.
The success of this style seems to also be dependent on
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wh.B'th.sr "th.© followers or subordina-tes have needs for such independence,
an interest in assuming responsibility, and the knowledge,
skills, and motivation to perform the Job (Tannenbaum and Schmidt,
1958).
Investigations into the question of centralizing or dis-
persing leadership are inconclusive. Bavelas (19U2) found that
organizations with more centralized leadership res\alted in
higher production but lower morale. Groups with supervisors
who delegated responsibility for some decisions and initiating
activity were also high producers. Other studies surfaced
similar contradictory resiilts, or equal increases in productivity
with both types of supervisors - ones who kept close control and
others who allowed their subordinates participation and autonomy
(Likert and Kahn, 1956 ).
The findings of the often-quoted study of White and Lippitt
(1968) added weight to the positive results of the employee-
centered or decentralized leadership studies. Although the
study involved young boys , the conclusions laid new and important
groundwork. The study involved an examination of the effects of
three different styles of leadership: democratic authoritarian,
and laissez-faire. Productivity in the democratic groups was
higher than in the laissez-faire but less than in the autocratic
group. The quality of work was more consistent in the
democratic
group than in the authoritarian. Of interest is the
fact that
in the democratic group there was more originality,
cohesiveness,
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and satisfaction with the group experience. This group also
had the least amount of absenteeism and drop-outs. There was
more discontent in the autocratic group and a drop in the
involvement in work when the leader was not present. The
members also exhibited more submissive and dependent behaviors
Cpp. 261-262).
Another, somewhat similar study of Coch and French (19I18)
done in a factory found similar results. Participation and
productivity seemed to be positively correlated.
The usual assumption throughout these studies is that the
functions of leadership should be performed by one person or
"the leader in any organization, group, or situation. Likert
(1961) described the role of leadership as being one of
exerting the major influence in establishing the climate of
the group, sharing information fully, and carrying major
responsibility for group performance (p. 36l). An additional
assumption seemed to be that the leader or manager has all the
information. On the other hand, Likert placed responsibility
for establishing goals, expectations, and communication patterns
that best serve the interest of the group, on the group.
Gross and Harriot (1965 ), in a study of teacher perceptions
of their principals professional leadership, found a positive
correlation between the principals sharing decision-making
with the staff and their perception of the principal as providing
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professional leadership. Perhaps they had a notion differing
from the usual about the function of a leader.
In a 1950 study published by the University of Michigan
Research Center, Katz, Macoby and Morse found that worker
morale was higher in groups where the supervisors allowed
their participation in decisions.
Building on research into more employee-centered leader-
ship styles, Bennis and Slater (1968) described what they
called "An Agricultural Model Of Leadership" (p. 119). This
style is "an active method for producing conditions where
people and ideas and resources can be cultivated to optimum
effectiveness and growth." The key to this model is in the
leader's ability to collaborate with subordinates (p. 120).
Miles ( 1959 ) went one step further and divided leadership
into a series of functions that can be learned and shared by
everyone in the group. Both Miles and Gordon (1964) described
a concept of group-centered leadership that emphasized the
functioning and growth of the group with the accomplishment
of the task. Thus problems that arise in the group are seen
as an instance of a function not being performed by a group
member or members (Miles, 1959 » P* 23). Fimction refers to an
act req_uired by the group to achieve its two goals: to get the
job done and maintain the group.
Noting the growing interest in the distribution of leadership
Luft ( 1963 ) described leadership as one of the major concerns
of any group. He referred to the issue as a series of "leader-
ship processes" (p. U 3 ).
In a variation on this theme, Galbraith (1973) temporarily
placed the responsibility for group-leadership on one person
suggesting that the role be rotated among the group members
.
To improve the functioning of groups then, both leaders and
members need to be trained (Benne and Sheats, I9 U 8 ; Pfeiffer
and Jones
,
1976)
.
Additional Relevant Studies
Satisfaction And Influence
This was defined initially as an exploratory study - an
attempt to build theories and a research design for further
exploration. One of the hypotheses of this study was that
there is some connection between having control or influence
over work environments and satisfaction with jobs (Sheppard
and Herrick, 1972) and that meetings were one method to exert
that. Our assiomption was that if meetings were organized in
a manner that allowed for honest interaction among staff and
management and an equal sharing of information, that the
potent iaJ. for change and change would be greater.
The connection between control over working environment
and satisfaction is well substantiated (Backman, J. , Smith, C.
& Slesinger, J. , 1966; Herzberg, 1969; Hoppock, 1935; Huebner,
1976 ; Hornstein, H. , Callahan, D. , Fisch, E. , &
Benedict, B. A
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1968; Katz, D., Macoby, N., & Morse, N.C., 1950; O'Toole,
197^; Sheppard, H.
,
& Herrick, N., 1972; Srivastva, et.al.,
1975; "Work In America," 1973).
This study provides an exploration of one way staff
might exert more influence over their Jobs.
Collins and Guetzkow ( 196U), in a summary of studies
into which particular aspects of meetings produce satisfaction
among members of the task groups in both business and government,
found that satisfaction was positively correlated with success
on group tasks; quickly completing agenda items; orderly,
efficient problem-solving; brief meetings; adequate communication;
agreement on meeting objectives, processes, leadership; and
meetings in which interpersonal problems are solved and members
have the ability to influence outcomes (pp. 198-199). Ross
and Zander (1957) found similar correlations.
In a study of 110 employees in the research and develop-
ment center of an industrial organization, Aram, Morgan and
Esbeck (1971) found significant associations between consensus,
team collaboration, satisfaction of needs, professionalism.
Job conditions, and status. Although they originally hypothesized
that they would also find a high level of group and personal
task effectiveness associated with team collaboration, they
did not. They neither foiind evidence to indicate that the
collaboration impeded effectiveness.
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Similar Studies Into Group Process Training
In 19T3, two groups of students at Florida State University-
received 12 hours of group process training over a two-day
period. Comparing their performance with the control group,
Pankowski, Schroeder, and Johns foiind that in the trained
groups there was a greater distribution of participation among
all members. Members of the trained group also made significantly
fewer self-oriented contributions to the group, significantly
more group-oriented contributions, and produced solutions that
were of higher quality to the problems
.
These findings led the investigators to conclude that
"Without group process training participants are largely
concerned with the content of the discussion and the importance
of process is neglected" (p. UO). Although no description of
the training design was provided, the training objectives were
similar to the ones that are part of this study: to become a
more effective group member, more effective in communicating
with others, more effective in group process skills and group
decision-making skills.
Maugham (l9Tl) looked at a different aspect of group per-
formance after group process training. He found that
the
experimental groups had a more positive evaluation of
their
meetings, but did not find any difference in group
effectiveness
The study is an example of what Pankowski,
Schroeder, and Johns
found when they examined the research literature on group process
that while training seems to produce observable
behavior and personality changes on the part of the participants,
little research has been conducted on what utility these
changes have for improving the problem solving abilities of
groups'* Cp. 23).
In a study done in 1952 by Maier and Solem, the presence
of a " permissive" discussion leader was postulated as a factor
leading to an increase in the quality of group discussion. The
only job of this leader was to encourage participation of
all members, ask questions, remind the group to come up with
group answers, as opposed to individual answers, to try to get
group agreement and to accept all viewpoints as expressed.
In the experiment the groups with these leaders produced a
greater number of correct answers. All members got a chance to
express their views in this group because of the presence of
the impartial discussion leader.
Cit is interesting to postulate whether the training was
the variable that improved group production and satisfaction,
or whether the key variable is simply the knowledge in the
members' minds that a kind of arbitrater is present to protect
their ideas and that this allows them to feel more free to
participate.
)
In a study comparing groups who had some history and groups
who were formed for the purpose of the study. Hall (19T0)
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found that the major factor determining group effectiveness
was not whether the group had worked together previously but
whether they had had some training in group process skills. In
the study of several hundred groups. Hall found that the groups
that scored the best in multiple judgement tasks were groups
that tried to get every member involved, and sought out points
of disagreement among the members. In the least effective
groups, completing the task was more important than arriving
at a decision on which they all could agree. These groups
used simple decision-making processes such as voting and
averaging
.
In a review of group studies Argyle ( 1969 ) summarized
research indicating that in cooperative groups the task is
more rapidly and effectively accomplished and that in committees
where the members were rated lowest in self-oriented needs and
high in information exchange, more business was accomplished.
These groups also exhibited more positive, friendly, and trust-
ing interactions (p. 223).
He also concluded that the conditions common to effective
committees were leadership skills that allowed for the expression of
the minority opinion, that reduced the inhibiting effects of
status differences, that prevented pressure to conform and
produce premature and inferior decisions , and helped the group
come to solutions that were acceptable, as much as possible,
to all members (p. 259).
48
Probably the study nearest in intent to the author '•s was
conducted by Gordon ( 196U) into something he termed group
centered leadership in 1950. Group centered leadership refers
to ' the distribution of leadership functions throughout the
group so that the creative resources of all the group members -
not just of the leader - are available to the group as it attempts
to solve its problems" (p. k)
.
As evidence supportive to his notions, he cited a study
published in 1950 by the Survey Research Center of the University
of Michigan (Katz, Macoby, and Morse) which found that the
morale of workers was higher in groups whose supervisors gave
the workers the opportunity to participate in decision-
making and spent more time helping them than telling them
what to do.
Gordon's case study involved a summer workshop at the
University of Chicago in 1950. One hypothesis shared with this
author's study was that one of the effects of the workshop
would be an increase in the functions carried out by the members
and fewer by the leaders. Gordon tried to find this out through
self-report but the lack of responses prevented him from
drawing any conclusions. The functions considered were listening,
reflecting feelings and meanings, conveying acceptance, and
making links or indicating relationships among ideas.
He wrote, "We would like to know more about how a group-
centered leader plans for his meetings with the group,
how he
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begins the meeting, how he handles problems that commonly arise
in groups, how he responds to the communications of group
members and so on" (p. lOU).
His study provided specific detail on the reactions of
the workshop leaders to their roles, but did not clearly describe
their behavior, while in groups. Doyle and Strauss (19T6) have
behaviorally described this role and refer to it, like Gordon,
as a facilitator.
A major question, or gap, in this study concerned the
deliberate attempt on the part of Gordon’s workshop leaders
to model certain behaviors and then, as other group members
learned and performed them, to move into the role of group
member. It is unclear why the leader did not simply describe the
functions of leadership to the members so they could learn and
use them without going through the time-consuming process of
learning them indirectly.
Summary
This chapter presented the results of a review of literature
as it related to the functions of meetings in organizations,
definitions and issues of groups, and meetings as a type of group.
The review of literature suggested the following.
* Meetings play 3. number of important roles in the functioning
of any organization and in the field of organization development.
* As a type of group, meetings involve complex variables and
issues
.
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* Because of the importance of meetings and their complexity,
in-depth studies into hov to make them more effective in
relation to both themselves and the functions they play are
needed.
* The varying effects of different leadership styles in
meetings and in organizations as a whole provide the basis
for a much-needed exploration of organization and meeting
structures other than the traditional bureaucratic and
parliamentary ones.
* There is a need for a study of new meeting models which
consider their effect on the meeting leaders, members, and,
where relevant, the larger organization.
* A useful addition to any new model for running meetings is
a design on how to train people in its use.
* Studies similar to this one have described their impact
without describing specifically the training they employed or
the meeting method they are proposing.
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CHAPTER III
MEETINGS - TWO VIEWS AND A MODEL
This review covers the major works on how to conduct
meetings from two perspectives; that of the social scientists
and of those in the business world. The meeting model that is
the basis of this study is also described.
General Agreements
In general the social scientists agreed on three things.
First, traditional methods of running meetings no longer work
(Bradford, 1976; Gordon, 1959; Knowles, 1952; Mansbridge, 1973;
Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt
, 1977; Strauss, 1951). Second,
that meetings are and will continue to be an integral part of
our lives ( Adult Leadership , 1952, pp. 1-2; Bennis and Slater,
1968; Bradford. 19^9; Galbraith, 1973; Luke, 1972). And, third,
that meetings are often frustrating experiences that require
careful planning and implementation that includes - to be
productive and useful to participants - deliberate mechanisms
insuring member participation ( Adult Leadership , May, 1952;
Argyris, 196^+; Bradford, 19^8, 19^9, 1976; Bradford and Corey,
1951 ; Beckhard and Beckhard, 1952; Burke and Beckhard, 1970;
Francis and Woodcock, 1975; Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt,
1977). A few CBlake and Buchanan, 1953; Lippitt, 19^9) add
training in group member skills to the planning of deliberate
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ways to insure member participation.
Lippitt stated, "We have discovered in our researches in
group psycholpgy that sharing in group problem solving re-
quires a variety of group membership skills beyond those of
individual problem solving. Time and again we find a group of
intelligent individual problem solvers functioning together
as a very unintelligent group who fail to set their goals
adequately
,
pay little attention to the strategic organization
of themselves in relation to the structure of the task, get
all mixed up in interpersonal problems, fail to mobilize the
group's intellectual resources, and resemble a neurotic patient
in their efficiency of decision making" (p. T^).
Although the observation may seem harsh, if one simultaneously
recalls al.1 the meetings in which they have participated, then
the comment may appear kind. Either way the general agree-
ment among those writing about meetings was clear - productive
and satisfying meetings do not just happen, they are planned
for and implemented in a manner that allows for evaluation and
comment either at the end of the meeting, or throughout the
meeting if it stretches over a period of a full day or several
days, as in work conferences (Beckhard and Beckhard, 1952;
Bradford, 1948; Burke and Beckhard, 1970; Gordon, 1959; Lippitt
and Zander, 1952).
The social scientists also agreed that planning, training
and evaluation are key components for productive meetings. The
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literature was abundant with specific planning tools and check-
lists for upe prior to and after meetings (Burke and Beckhard,
1970; Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt, 19TT). Few, however,
described and agreed upon what one could do during a meeting to
insure productivity and participation. This is where the work
of Doyle and Strauss (1976) made a vaduable contribution and why
it was used for the basis of this study.
The major isaues in meetings have been previously categorized
into task and maintenance or task and process issues. For
purposes of this review they are further broken down into types
of meetings, planning meetings, meeting format, procedures,
leadership, decision-making processes, priorities, and evaluation.
As one analyzes the ingredients of meetings, they no longer
fall so neatly into task and process piles.
Types of Mootings
Meetings can have a variety of objectives or purposes.
According to Doyle and Strauss (1976) meetings can be categorized
into five types: problem-solving, decision-making, planning,
reporting and reacting. Schmidt and Beckhard (1970) listed four
"types or purposes for meetings: information—giving, problem-
solving or decision-making, information-exchanging, and information-
gathering or fact-finding.
People in business and industry identified similar pur-
poses or categories for meetings; meetings for making
decisions.
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disseminating or gathering information, or solving problems
CAuger, 1972; Jay, 1976; Lobingier, 1969 ). Other purposes listed
included changing organizational frame work (Jay, 1976) and
motivating people and generating good fellowship (Lobingier,
1969 ). These latter two appear to be more the explicit product
or by-product of organizational meetings than specific purpose
or objective of a meeting or its agenda items.
Maintaining that clarifying agenda items helps to clarify
what is expected from the discussion. Jay (1976) also indicated
that individual agenda items can be categorized and that meetings
can and usually do have more than one purpose and several types
of agenda items. The categories are similar to those already
mentioned. They are informative or digestive; constructive or
what shall we do; executive or how shall we do it; and legislative
or changing the system of rules, routines and procedures.
This author agrees that meetings usually have more than one
purpose and that any meeting might have one or several agenda
items in one or several categories. We contend, however, that
all agenda items can be grouped into three areas; l) information
sharing (This includes both giving information to the group,
getting information from the group, or both.); 2) decision making;
and, 3 ) problem solving and/or planning.
We agree with Jay that clarifying the purpose or the agenda
is useful both prior to and during the meeting. This is
discussed
the meeting and what ocurrs during thefurther 'under planning
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meeting.
Planning The Meeting
On th.e surface it sounds rather simple - planning a meeting.
To have an effective meeting the organizer(s) need to be clear
on what they want to accomplish, how they are going to accomplish
it
,
taJce into account how much time is available to accomplish
the objectives and make sure that the space, facilities and
equipment is equaJ. to the size and purpose of the meeting.
Probably one of the most difficult and yet most crucial steps
is being clear on what the meeting is supposed to accomplish.
According to Lippitt and Zander (1952); and Schindler-Rainman
and Lippitt (19T5) the meeting ought to be planned in relation
to the hoped-for outcomes or objectives. The plan should include
methods or activities to achieve the stated objectives that use
the available time and resources and includes a list of assigned
responsibilities for jobs and tasks to be done before during and
after the meeting. Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt provided useful
checklists of specific areas and items that need to be considered
prior to any meeting (pp. 29-3^) and a format for the plan and
design of the meeting (pp. 23-25).
Bradford (.19^8), a longtime student of meetings, maintained
that "A work conference will be successful to the degree
to which
participants feel they have played a part in planning the
conference or carrying it to fruition, and which they
believe is
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really dealing with their problems" (p. 69 ). Several authors
warned that one of the traps to avoid during the planning of the
meeting is not involving the people who will be at the meeting
and not clarifying their expectations and those of the planners
(Burke and Beckhard, 1970; "Manual For Group Facilitators,"
1977; Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt, 1975 ).
In addition to pre-meeting involvement, Bradford ( 19 U9 )
and Strauss (1951) thought that the arrangement of the room
effects the outcomes of the meeting and that efforts ought to
be made to set up the room so that all participants can see one
another.
The writers who discussed meetings in the private sector
emphasized the preplanning aspects at least as much as the social
scientists but placed practically total responsibility for these
activities on the leader. Included in the list of things to do
prior to the meeting were l) determining whether it is necessary
(Fox, 1972 ); 2) determining what the meeting is supposed to
accomplish or clarifying the purposes and objectives of the
meeting (industry Week," 1970; "Iron Age," 19^9; Fox, 1972;
Lobingier, I969 ); 3) determining who should attend in relation to
the purpose (Fox, 1972) ; ^) developing the agenda, ordering and
categorizing the items and alloting time for each item (Auger,
1972; Dysart, 1971; Lobingier, 19^9); 5) distributing the agenda
and relevant materials to meeting participants with a realistic
estimate of the length of the meeting (Auger, 1972; Dysart, 1971;
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Fox, 1972; "Industry Week," 1971; Lobingier, 1969); 6) planning
the content of the program and organizing how each part of the
meeting will be run (Lobingier, 1969; "Management Review,"
1970); 7) preparing the physical facilities; making sure that
they are comfortable, well-lighted, and that the table, if one
is to be used, is round (Cooper, 1975; Dysart, 1971).
It makes sense to us to clearly define the purpose of the
meeting before it occurs. The purpose has implications for who
should be invited to participate, how long the meeting should
last
,
what materials and resources are needed and whether
participants need time to prepare before attending. It is con-
ceivable that some staff members might only need to attend for
a portion of the meeting during which the agenda items relevant
to them are considered.
One useful way to clarify this is by asking the questions:
"How will you know when you are done? What will you know, have
decided, solved, or planned?" Another way of approaching this
is to put your agenda items in terms of the desired outcome or
end product of the meeting. So, for example, instead of writing
"feedback on the paper flow system," the agenda would have this
written as "list of positive and negative observations of the
present paper flow for travel reports.
Such clarity, hopefully, helps the participants to get
out the information needed and also makes it clear
that no de
the meeting and that the staff memberscision is to be made during
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do not have to agree on their opinions about the systems
.
In addition to developing the agenda in terms of the
desired outcomes, the items would be ordered in terms of which
ones would be done first, second, third, etc. A projected time
would be placed on each agenda item, and a beginning and ending
time for the whole meeting posted.
Depending on the preferences or needs of the meeting
participants or meeting convener, the agenda covild be developed
prior to the meeting, or during the initial five to 15 minutes
of the meeting. Some items might need prior preparation and
others might not. That might be one criteria for determining
when the agenda is developed.
The agenda could also be developed through a combination of
gathering items from members prior to the meeting with additions
made at the start. The important step is that members have a
chance to contribute items to the agenda. The agenda would be
posted on newsprint in view of the group.
Additional newsprint, tape to hang up the newsprint and some
writing utensils (preferably magic markers) should be on hand for
the meeting. Ideally the room would be arranged with chairs
in a semicircle with the agenda on an easel or a wall within view
of everyone in the group. As suggested earlier by Bradford and
Strauss the proposed model’s intent is to engender as much
participation from all present as possible.
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During The Meeting
As indicated in the introduction to this section the basic
task and process issues of meetings are further divided for
purposes of discussion. As with any analysis the liability is
that the real complexity (or simplicity!) of the issues involved
will be lost sight of. The intention here is that once the
pieces are understood, the whole will be more manageable and
understandable
.
Although both the social scientists and people in the world
of business covered similar topics in their discussions of
meetings they differed in four major areas. First, social
scientists questioned whether leadership should rest with a
single person at a meeting or be spread among all members or
rotated among some members, while those in business and industry
made the assumption that the total responsibility for the success
of meetings rest with the manager or supervisor calling the meeting.
Second, those writing about meetings in general discussed as
important the participation and skills of those attending a
meeting while the other writers either did not mention this at all
or discussed it minimally.
And, finally, the two categories of writers took reverse
roles in two areas. When it came to discussing decision-making,
the social scientists practically ignored it while the business
writers stressed the importance of clarifying the decision-
making power of the group at any meeting: and, when evaluation of
meetings was considered, the business writers ignored it and the
social scientists deemed it important enough to siiggest ways in which
evaluation of meetings could be accomplished.
The model proposed here combines the strengths of both
perspectives by stressing the importance of sharing the leadership,
clarifying the decision-making power and eliciting maximum member
participation and upgrading their group skills through their
involvement in leading and eveiluating meetings. The model
proposes that what is key is not that one leadership or decision-
making process is necessarily better than another, for all situations
but that whatever the style or process is used that it be under-
stood clearly by everyone involved and that it be appropriate to
the meeting's purpose and to the individuaJL agenda item. The model
also proposes that the success of any meeting depends as much on those
participating as on those leading. This is discussed further in
the sections relevant to each area.
Leadership
Generally those social scientists reviewed agreed that cer-
tain leadership functions should rest with one person with
meeting participants either helping the leader in that role or
periodically rotating into that role. Galbraith (1973) suggested
rotating the role out of the hands of anyone potentially effected
by the topic under discussion.
There was also general agreement that the leader
ought to
share responsibility for the group with members
("Manual For
Group Facilitators," 1977); help members improve
their group
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and problem-solving skills (Bradford, 19 U 8 ; Gordon, 1964), and
that one of the leader's key functions was to create conditions
within the group that enable the resources and abilities of the
people at the meeting to be effectively utilized ("Adult Leader-
ship," May, 1952; Hallenbeck and Bradford, 1952; Strauss, 1951.)
Although the writers generally associated with the social
sciences agreed either directly or indirectly that the meeting
leader ought to be group-centered or act as a servant of the
group (Bradford, 1976; Gordon, 1964; Miles, I969 ), when they
discussed the particular role in terms of the specific behavior of
such a leader, some differences in definition emerged. For
example. Miles saw leadership as a series of functions which the
group needs to have performed for it to survive and attain its
goals and that different people have different preferences for
performing one or more of those functions. He discussed leader-
ship in terms of "effective group behavior" (p. 22).
Bradford’s (19T6) description, on the other hand, is of some-
one who opens the meeting by listing the agenda items that are
of interest to them (p. 36); seeking other items from the members;
starting the discussion on the agenda items ; and encouraging
group participation as well as educating group members to the
different functions that need to be performed in the group. The
leader’s role here is clearly a more active and central one
than
Miles ’
.
Gordon (1964) also described an active role for the
leader
comments from all members, makingthat included seeking ideas or
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sure the members understand one another, protecting member? from
persuasion, listening, paraphrasing, drawing connections between
ideas and generally facilitating the group agreeing on and
reaching their goals.
Lippitt and Zander (l952) placed equal responsibility
to perform the leadership functions on the leader and on the
members and suggested that the role of assigned leader be
rotated and assigned in advance to allow preparation time.
In addition to the roles or functions already named, the
following activities or jobs were assigned to the meeting leader
or chairperson: providing structure and clarifying the pur-
pose, the content, or the group task (Haiman, 1951; Strauss, 1951);
getting the group started and keeping everyone focused on the
agenda items or tasks ("Adult Leadership',’ 1952; Bradford, 19^8}
1970; Haiman, 1951; Hallenbeck and Bradford, 1952; Strauss, 1951)
role-modeling and setting a norm for feedback and resolving
conflicts (Bradford, 1970; Haiman, 1951; Schmuck and Nelson,
1970).
Additional functions included helping the group translate
their purpose into practical goals and making sure that the
procedures are consistent with and sufficient to reach those
goals (Hallenbeck and Bradford, 1952; Lippitt and Zander, 1952);
getting some meeting members to talk and others to keep quiet
euphamistically referred to as gatekeeping - and protecting
the
group from any member's domination ("Adult Leadership,
1952,
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Mansbridge, 19T3; Schmuck and Nelson, 1970; Strauss, 1951}.
Other duties assigned included siumnarizing meeting progress,
recording, watching time, concluding the discussion (Bradford,
1970; Haiman, 1951) as well as describing behavior and feelings,
checking perceptions, and paraphrasing member comments (Schmuck
and Nelson, 1970).
Unlike the social scientists, there was no debate about
whether the leadership should be centralized in one person or
not, it was simply assumed that it would be. Generally they
agreed that leadership rests with one person. Two exceptions
to this were Fox (1972) and Prince ( 1969 ) who noted the benefits
of rotating the role of meeting chairperson among the membership.
Because these writers place major responsibility for con-
ducting the meeting on one person, their descriptions of leaders
came close to saintly. For example, in the discussions of the
leader qualities Auger (1972), Lobingier (19^9), and Prince
( 1969 ) characterized the leader as someone who should be flexible,
have the ability to motivate, have a sense of personal security,
be enthusiastic, humorous, have salesmanship, empathy, mental
ability, vision, and not competitive with the meeting participants.
The more specific role responsibilities of the meeting
convener or leader delineated were l) starting the meeting on
time; 2) defining the purpose or objectives of the meeting;
3 ) proposing structures for the discussion;
U) keeping an eye on
the time; 5) keeping the group focused on the agenda;
6) stimulating
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the discussion by drawing people out, posing questions, seeing
that each member's ideas are considered; 7) helping keep the meet-
ing focused and moving by summarizing the decisions or res\ilts
of the discussion at key points and making sure that action is
initiated; 8) keeping the group from making premature decisions
before much of the information is out; 9) steering the group
towards decisions that reflect the majority opinion or everyone's
opinion; 10) pacing the discussion so that energy is high, team
spirit is developed and maintained; 11) making sure that the
meeting reaches its objectives in the time allotted; 12) knowing
when to end the meeting; and, 13) keeping personal opinions to
oneself and not dominating the meeting.
This is a composite view drawn largely from Auger (1972),
Dysart (l9Tl), Fox (1972), "Industry Week," (1970), Jay (1976),
and Lobingier (1969).
The particular skills or behaviors that a few authors
(Auger, Jay, Lobingier, Prince) cited as important to the job
were being able to state problems clearly, listen attentively,
paraphrase, be versed on the subject matter of the meeting, be
able to draw out the reticent group members, curtail the verbose
ones, protect member's ideas from ridicule, and, finally, to
be able to work with controversy and conflict and assist the
group or individuals in the group to reach some agreements or
compromises
.
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In th.e model suggested here, leadership is viewed as a
series of functions that need to be performed and that these
functions are best divided among three or four group members
,
depending on the number of people at the meeting. In this method
these roles are periodically rotated among group members, unless
a facilitator outside of the group is employed.
The major difference between the leadership roles described
here and some of those described above is that this model
separates leadership of how a group functions from leadership
of what a group is to accomplish. It divides the leadership
between two people; a facilitator who takes major responsibility
for the group process and the chairperson or manager who takes
major responsibility for the task or agenda items, (in some
groups, for example school boards, the responsibility for the
task rests with the entire group.)
Facilitator and Recorder . The facilitator's two primary functions
are to (l) keep the group focused on one issue at one time and (2)
to make sure that all group members have a chance to participate in
the discussion ajid the decision-making.
The latter function depends to a great extent on the size of
the group (Group's larger than 15 entail breaking the group into
smaller ones for interaction.); the purpose of the meeting
or th.e individual agenda item (Some items may involve simply
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giving information to the members.); and the management style
of the individual( s ) with final authority and responsibility
for the group's action (Some managers may want to use staff
meetings to simply gather reactions from the staff reserving
the right to make the final decision themselves.).
Within the first function - focusing the group - the facili-
tator's more specific responsibilities include:
1) clarifying the expectations of the participants and the
meeting convener ( s )
;
2) clarifying the agenda or helping the group develop one;
3) if it has not been done, assisting the group to order
or prioritize the items on the agenda, placing time estimates on
each one and on the entire meeting;
h) helping the group categorize each agenda item into
information sharing, decision-making, planning, or all three.
5) clarifying the group's decision-making process;
6) assisting the group in generating and agreeing on
processes to approach agenda items
;
T) assisting the group in redefining or breaking down the
agenda items into manageable portions, if necessary;
8) asking the group to, or suggesting alternative processes
or solutions when the group reaches an impasse;
9) reminding the group of their agreed-upon time limits,
decision making process, processes for approaching tasks, and
their priorities of personal issues taking priority over
process
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issues which take priority over the task or agenda.
Within the second function, the facilitator's more specific
responsibilities include encouraging participation by group
members by either asking them for information, opinions, or
feelings and by paraphrasing their contributions; reminding the
group of their agreed-to priorities; protecting the group from
one person's domination; and, making process observations on how
the group is functioning.
Before taking on the job of facilitating any meeting, how-
ever, the facilitator should negotiate and clarify the specific
duties of their role with the person(s) in charge, if there are
any. (This is discussed further under the role of the chair-
person. )
At the start of the meeting, the facilitator should also
negotiate and clarify their role with the meeting participants.
For the meeting to be productive, the facilitator should also
clarify the ground rules under which he/she wants to operate and
get the sanction of the group for the use of the role and the
rules. To be of continuing and increasing service to the group,
it is often useful to ask the group to make suggestions to the
facilitator before, during or after the meeting on what they want
the facilitator to do.
It is the recorder's role to record the agenda, major
items of discussion, decisions, and plans on newsprint in full
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vievr of the group, as legibly as possible.
Both the role of facilitator and recorder are neutral,
non-evaluative roles. When functioning in the roles, the
participants do not speak to the content of the group’s dis-
cussion unless they make it clear that they are changing their
hats from one of servant of the group to member and have the
group's permission to do so. It is up to the group to determine
whether they want the members moving in and out of their roles.
In small groups (five or less), the roles can be combined
and one group member can function as both the facilitator and
the recorder. The liability of this is that both functions are
not fulfilled as fully as they might be. Much of the group
interaction is lost to the eyes of the facilitator as they stand
with their back to the group recording, and some of the group's
discussion might be lost while the person tries to facilitate
the participation of the group members. When possible, it is
often useful for smaller groups to employ the services of an out-
side facilitator.
Time Keeper . The responsibility of this role is to support the
facilitator by watching the time and calling the attention of the
group to the time limits it has set for itself on individual agenda
items and on the entire meeting.
When th.ere are several, brief items on the agenda, some
groups prefer to either assign an overall time for all
the
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items, or ask the timekeeper to announce the time at 15 or 30
minute intervals
.
Chairperson. The role of chairperson, manager, or supervisor
is usually not one that can he rotated among the membership. In this
model, they work with the facilitator to clarify what the meeting
is supposed to accomplish, what information the group needs to
accomplish its tasks, and what authority the group has to make
decisions, if any. The manager, for example, may just want the
group to provide him or her with information and opinions so that
they can make an informed decision.
In this model, once they have completed the task of clarify-
ing what they want or need accomplished by the group and what the
decision-making power of the group is, they can then become a
member of the group and participate fully in the group's activities.
The advantages of this role in a meeting are that the manager
can enter into the meeting discussion without worrying about
whether the task will be accomplished or whether he/ she is
really listening to the opinions of the staff or committee
members. Assuming that the facilitator is doing their job,
the task will be accomplished, everyone will be heard from,
including the manager or chairperson who can now delineate their
position on any issue with less fear of intimidating a staff
member into silence. The manager can focus attention on the
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discussion because there is a facilitator there whose total
attention is on mailing sure that everyone participates, that the
group is setting out to accomplish what it set out to and on how
they are functioning as a group.
For the same reason the manager is not the best person to
act as a facilitator, any group member invested in an agenda
item being discussed should not act as a facilitator. It is
folly to pretend that anyone can remain neutral if an item being
discussed will effect their job, for example. So why pretend?
As the research summarized before indicates
,
the leader in a
group and a member with status influences the decisions of the
group. Putting that person in the role of facilitator or meeting
chairperson when the item discussed might effect them or allowing
them to chair the meeting consistently undermines the meeting,
if its purpose is to generate participation and group problem-
solving. The role of the facilitator is there to protect the
group members and to engender a free flow of information,
opinions and feelings. That is, of course, if the meeting
convener is interested in achieving that. The limitations and
points of sensitivity in this model are considered at the end of
this chapter.
Membership . As already noted the social scientists placed more
im-
portance on the role of the participants than those in business
or industry.
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For example, three writers stated that the members need to be able
to perform the same task and maintenance functions of the leader
(Blake and Buchanan, 1953; Lippitt and Zander, 1952; Strauss,
1951). And, in the "Manual For Group Facilitators" (19TT),
the writers indicated that the major responsibility of the members
is to contribute to the discussion and participate fully in the
he c i s ion-msLking
.
Blake and Buchanan asserted that members should be trained
to develop skills in diagnosing problems with meetings and
giving and receiving feedback. He placed responsibility for the
improvement of meetings on the shoulders of tne members as well
as the leaders.
Additional skills and behaviors that were noted as crucial
to member participation included conflict resolution skills (Galbraith,
1973); ability to define their own goals (Argyris, I96U) ; ability
to collaborate with other members and agree upon clear goals
(Bennis and Slater, I968) ; making sure that their talents are
used by the group (Strauss, 1951); and participating in the
improvement of the working relationship of the group (Beckhard,
1969).
To improve the functioning of groups, some specific roles
were suggested for members. For example, Bradford (19^8) and
Strauss (1951) proposed the use of what they referred to as a
blackboard member or recorder. This member's job would be to
keep track of what the group has produced and where they
are
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at any given moment. Strauss also suggested the use of an
observer. This member’s Job would be to watch how things are
being discussed and make observations either during or at the
close of the meeting. The observations could then be used by
the group to improve their functioning and/or to make agreements
on how they want to operate for, either the rest of the meeting,
or the next meeting.
In contrast to these responsibilities were those laid out
by the business meeting theorists. Of the few who considered the
role of members Auger (l9T2) was the most specific. He suggested
that the responsibility of the members is to come prepared for
the meeting, approach it with an open mind, not get into side
conversations and not to shuffle paper during the meeting (1)
(p. 71 )• He also proposed that members respect views of their
colleagues
,
speak up when they had something to say , let their
colleagues know then they agree, if they do, listen actively,
take notes, and ( interestingly 1 ) not to provoke controversy with
other participants.
Similar to the majority of those reviewed was Fox (1972). He
assumed that if a meeting was well defined and run by the
leader
,
then the members would simply keep themselves on the topic
at hand and need no outside facilitator or chairperson to keep
them on the track.
This author maintains that no leader, however strong
(unless
of course he or she can threaten the physical or
financial safety
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of the participants), can keep a meeting on course unless the
participants either want it to remain on course or help the
leader do that. A useful description of the difficulty of
managing a meeting was provided by Doyle and Strauss (19T6).
Describing meetings as multi—headed animals" they contend that
it is sometimes more difficult to solve problems in groups than
to solve them individually. "A group has no single focus. In
fact, there are as many foci as there are individuals in the group.
Each person can be focusing on a different problem at a given
time... To work effectively, a group needs a single focus"
(p. 22).
Thus
,
in the proposed model the role of the members is
,
to
say the least, crucial to group functioning. The major job of
the members is to focus their attention on each agenda item,
by listening, voicing their opinions, feelings and any infor-
mation they have. They also have the responsibility of eliciting
the same from other group members and letting their colleagues
know they have understood them by paraphrasing.
An additional, and equally important responsibility, is to
ocassionally rotate into the role of either facilitator and/or
recorder and, when not in this role, to make sure that those
functioning in those roles stay in the limits of that role.
For example, if the facilitator begins to interupt a group
member to discuss their opinions of the topic at hand, the
member's responsibility would be to remind the facilitator of
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their job.
(Whether the members rotate into the Jobs of facilitator and
recorder vould be the decision of the person in authority or
with final responsibility for the work of the group.)
Procedures
Overall the social science works reviewed agreed to an order
for meetings; starting with an agenda, having the meeting; and
then, evaluating the meeting. The authors were more or less
specific in relation to how that would be done. Interestingly
some of the issues that might be considered essential to any
meeting, such as introducing people to one another, "warming them
up," and the logistics of breaks, coffee - all the "creature
comforts" -, were mentioned by only a handful ("Adult Leadership,"
1952; Bradford and Corey, 1951; Schmuck and Runkel, 1972).
The issue of greatest agreement was on opening any meeting
with a session the major purpose of which is to achieve under-
standing, clarification, and agreement on the mission, purpose,
direction, or goal of the meeting (Bradford, 19^8; Bradford and
Corey, 1951; Beckhard, 1969; Burke and Beckhard, 1970; Lippitt
and Zander, 1952).
The general sequence discussed was setting the agenda,
ordering or prioritizing the items on the agenda, alloting time
for each agenda item, recording minutes during the meeting
format before the entire group or with oneeither on a large
person taking minutes, following the agenda, and evaluating the
meeting toward its close. This succession is outlined by Bradford
(19T6), Francis and Woodcock (1975), and Schmuck and Runkel (1972).
There was some disagreement about the source of the agenda
items ; whether the chairperson or leader determines what is on
the agenda with member additions tacked onto the end (Bradford,
1976 ), or whether the agenda is developed with contributions from
everyone at the meeting (Francis and Woodcock, 1975).
Schmuck and Runkel (1972) suggested a further delineation
of each agenda item in addition to ordering them and putting time
limits on each item. They proposed that the name of the person
proposing the item and the type of agenda item it is - whether
it involves a decision, or a plan, or a simple sharing of or
gathering of information - be included.
Strauss (l95l) maintained that prior to the development of
the agenda, the membership should be oriented to the particular
way that the chairperson or leader wants to run the meeting -
particularly if the meeting method is a departure from the
procedure with which the participants have become accustomed.
The leader would then ask the group's permission to incorporate
the method.
Strauss’ model involved the use of an observer, recorder,
a blackboard member and a chairperson whose responsibility is to
help the group solve problems by getting everyone involved
in
the discussion and interfering in the discussion as
little as
76
possible (p. 3l). A similar division of labor was suggested
by Burke and Beckhard (19T6).
Although it was referred to in a myriad of ways - processing,
harmonizing, resolving conflicts, maintaining the group -
discussing the interpersonal issues that arise during a meeting
is an important part of any meeting. Among those placing
special emphasis on this aspect of meetings were Bradford (19T6),
Galbraith (l9T3), Luke (l9T2), McGregor (1967), Mansbridge
(1973), and Schmuck and Runkel (1972).
In this area the business literature became much more vague.
Although the authors generally agreed upon the beginning point -
the development of an agenda, which could be developed prior to
or at the start of the meeting, only three described much beyond
this first step ("Industry Week," 1971; Dysart, 1971; Jay, 1976).
The general ingredients, in order, that they described were
warming up the group, making sure that everyone knows everyone
else, clarifying what the meeting is for or what the group
hopes to accomplish, classifying the agenda items, ordering then,
setting time limits on each of them and on the beginning and
ending time of the meeting, discussing proposals for structure
or explaining ones proposed by the leader, clarifying the role
of the group (whether they are being asked to make a decision,
generate ideas, exchange information, etc.), ending the discussion
on the agreed-upon time, at the end of each agenda item
sum-
marizing what was agreed or concluded, determining
future plans
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or actions at the end of the meeting, and distributing* a record
of the meeting which includes commitments, decisions, and per-
tinent future dates within a day of the meeting.
An article in "Iron Age" (1969) summed it all up succinctly.
It described meetings as having a beginning (statement of pur-
pose or objectives), a middle (statement of facts and methods
of accomplishing the purpose), and an end (a restatement of
objectives )
.
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In the model that is the subject of this study, once the
agenda is listed in terms of the desired outcome, ordered or
prioritized, with time limits on each item, then the procedures
proposed here are few. With the assistance of the facilitator,
the steps are the same for each agenda item: define the task
(or agenda item)
,
define the process or how they want to go
about accomplishing the task, and then use the agreed-upon process
to accomplish the task or agenda item.
Defining the task was repeated as part of the procedures
after building the agenda because freq_uently agenda items, although
stated in terms of the desired outcome, need to be broken down
into smaller or component parts or outcomes. Each of these
becomes an outcome or agenda item in itself. For example, if
the agenda item reads "Plan staff party," the group will need
to make several decisions prior to planning the party. So,
after the group redefines the original agenda item into smaller
items, the tasks underneath the original agenda item might read:
Plan staff party
Decide
:
• Type of party
• Time for party - start and finish
• Place for party
• Refreshments
• Transportation needed?
• Child Care needed?
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It is here that frequently groups (and the facilitators!)
get lost. Frequently the original item as stated on the agenda
is too large a chunk or too many foci for the group to focus
on at one time. So, when the group reaches this agenda item
while one member will start offering his or her home for the
party another is suggesting the staff have a picnic, while still
another suggests the staff get together Sunday morning for brunch.
Again, the role of the facilitator and members would be to work
together to break the agenda item into manageable parts so they
can all focus on one thing at a time.
For clarity, the same procedure is discussed again only
in terms of a typical office agenda item. For example, if the
agenda item reads "agreement on a flow chart for the routing
of the travel reports," the group might need to take several
steps before deciding. The group might agree that they want to
gather information on what the present paper flow is ; list what
problems are occuring with this flow; list who needs to see the
reports and in what order; and then generate a list of alternate
routes and agree to the best one. The decision would be based
on the information generated by the group and recorded on
newsprint
.
Completing the original agenda item would then involve
moving through a list of other items using a series
of processes
Such processes might include everyoneagreed to by the group.
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stating their perception of the present paper flow without
discussion; each member stating what they think the problems
are; naming everyone who needs to see the form; and when. With
all this information on newsprint before the group, they could
then brainstorm alternate routes
,
eliminate the unacceptable
ones, combine the best portions of those remaining, and/or
choose one. In essence, then, there are two agendas: a
content agenda and a process agenda.
This is one area in which this model differs from the other
three most recent works on meetings by Bradford (19T6) , Burke
and Beckhard (19T0), and Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt (1975).
The model described by Doyle and Strauss (19T6) specifically
suggests the involvement of the group in the determination of
how the group will function and approach tasks. Although they
do think that the facilitator can, and should make process
suggestions, they also indicate that the facilitator needs to
check with the group before they direct the group to use any
process (p. 95).
Although it is only probably a question of how often, this
author contends that it is a safe rule of thumb to follow to
encourage the group to generate process suggestions first. The
facilitator should only become more directive when the group has
reached an impasse. Then th.e facilitator's suggestions should
be just that, suggestions open for group approval.
Another area in which the model proposed here differs
from the other recently proposed meeting methods, including
that
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of Doyle and Strauss, is the grovind rule about priorities. This
model proposes that personal issues have priority over process
issues, which, in turn, have priority over the task or the
agenda item being discussed.
For example, if a group member is so upset with the language
of another group member, that they cannot concentrate on the
agenda item they should indicate that to the group. It would
be the facilitator’s job to then ask the group whether they want
to take time to deal with the issue, and if so, how long. With
the group’s permission, the upset member would indicate the problem
they were having to the other member and, with the assistance
of the facilitator, reach an agreement allowing both members
to return to concentrating on getting the job done.
An example of the second priority: if the group agrees to
brainstorm all the alternate paper routes, and, in the middle
of the brainstorming one member realizes that they need more
information on who needs to see the reports and in what order
and points it out to the group, the response is similar to that
silready described. The facilitator would ask the group if they
want to change the process, or take time to listen to why the
process is a problem for the member.
It is often useful to get the group to agree how long a
time they want to spend dealing with one of the priorities,
particularly if it is a potentially emotional issue. This
helps alleviate any worries that the meeting will
go on beyond
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the agreed upon ending time or that the group will nof get to an
agenda item that is crucial to one or more members of the group.
An additional procedure also unique to this model is a pick-
up list. This is a piece of newsprint hanging in the meeting
room that becomes a catch-all for all those ideas, bits of
information, and important issues that members think of during
the meeting, but are not directly relevant to the agenda item
being discussed. Because the issue might be important later,
or the idea lost, the recorder jots it down on the newsprint and
the group continues with the work on the agenda. The group would
need to allot time to consider what to do with this list,
probably toward the meeting's close. It may become the starting
point in developing the next meeting's agenda.
Decision Making
Social scientists were curiously silent on the issue of
decision-making; both in terms of how decisions are made and in
terms of clarifying at meetings who has the decision-making
authority.
In contrast to this were those writing about meetings
ocurring in business and industry. The issue of decision-making
was discussed in a majority of th.e works reviewed. The writers
agreed that the power and authority of the group, as well as the
purpose of the meeting, best determines the method or process
most appropriate and efficient for the group in approaching
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agenda items.
Auger C19T2) saw making decisions as one of the most important
uses of meetings j the other two being finding facts and solving
problems (p. 79). He suggested that the first question to ask
prior to any meeting of any group is where does the power lie?
Cp. 86). If it lies with the convener of the meeting, then the
next question to be asked is whether that person is willing to
let the group make the decision or not (Lobingier, 1969).
The guidelines or steps in decision-making Auger listed are
to gather the facts, "crystallize the problem," get more facts,
agree on criteria of judgement and choice, identify alternatives
of action, and select from among the alternatives (p. 8o). This
author believes that many disagreements and off-task tangents at
meetings are the partial result of meeting participants either
not being clear on who has the authority or have different
understandings of who does. One of the model’s ground rules
is that the group understand or agree to the authority they have
and the decision-making process they will use.
Responsibility for defining the authority of the group
initially rests with tke supervisor in a hierarchical organization.
It is up to this person to define whether they want the group
to make decisions and in what areas, or whether they want to make
th.e decisions th.emselves. As Doyle and Strauss stated. If
decisions are going to be made, it's essential that everybody
understand how they are going to be made and by whom...
Don't
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play games with people. If group members don't have the power to
make decisions, don't let them wait to find it out." (p. 207).
This rule is important. It means that all meeting members
know what their authority is and the decision-making process is.
Few things can frustrate a group more than carrying on a discus-
sion thinking they have the power to make the decision, when in
fact they do not. It behooves administrators to honestly state
what the authority of the group is
,
whether they have the power to
make the decision or not. No staff will long support an adminis-
trator who tells them they have the authority to make the
decision, and then changes their authority if they come up with
a decision the administrator finds unacceptable. Power of veto
should have been stated first.
If the authority to make decisions rests with the group,
it is then their responsibility to agree to the decision-
making process they want to use: either some form of majority-
minority voting or consensus. "Consensus" refers here to essential
agreement, or, operationally, being able to live with the decision
of the group without deliberately sabotaging it, even though
the decision might not be one all members prefer.
The group does not need to use the same decision-making
process for all decisions. For items that are of lesser impor-
tance, or ones th.at do not req_uire the commitment and involvement
of all the members
,
simple voting might be a less time-consuming
method.
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One advantage to administrators to making decisions by
consensus
,
in addition to the commitment to the decision it
usually creates, is that as a group member, the administrator
has as much say as anyone else, and is assured of a decision
he/ she can live with.
Evaluation
The one area of consistent agreement in the social science
literature was evaluation. Those reviewed agreed that meetings
need to be evaluated by the people who attend them. Some
CBeckhard and Beckhard, 1952; Bradford and Corey, 1951; Burke
and Beckhard, 19T0) contended that this evaluation should not
only be done at the end, but also during the meeting, particularly
during long ones so that in-flight corrections can be made.
McGregor ( 196T) maintained that such midstream evaluations are
not only a way to improve the meeting, but can also be used as a
tool for team building through discussing the behavior of the
group members and leaders
.
Some of the ways to evaluate meetings described were; to
review the expectations shared at the start of the meeting (’’Manual
For Group Facilitators, 19TT) ; to review commitments made at
the end of the meeting (Bradford, 1976) ; to use a combination of
what some call post meeting reaction sheets and observers and
tape recorders CGordon, 1953; Lippitt, 19^+9; Strauss, 1951). The
sheets completed at the end of the meeting would also include
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the participants' suggestions for improvement for the next
meeting (Francis and Woodcock, 1975). Another option discussed
in Adult Leadership*' (1953) vas the use of post meeting
discussions and/or interviews.
Criteria suggested for the evaluations were how efficient
the meeting methods were and how low or high the group morale
is at the close (Lippitt and Zander, 1952) or how well the meeting
met its goals (Schmick and Runkel, 1972).
While the business writers considered clarifying the group's
decision-making authority important
,
they appeared to not con-
sider important the group's evaluating their meetings. Only
two articles of the ones reviewed considered evaluation as a
part of efficient meetings ("Iron Age," 19^9; Lobingier, 1969).
Both suggested that participants be asked to evaluate the meeting
and consider whether the time spent met the objectives. No
specific procedures for gathering participant reactions were
suggested.
The final portion of the model being proposed here deals
with evaluation. The contention is that the best source of
information and ideas on how to improve the group's operation
lay with the members of the group. Thus the groiond rules or
the overall model includes an item on evaluation. The suggestion
is that the group spend at least 15 minutes at the close of
every meeting assessing their satisfaction with the meeting: its
accomplishments, procedures, the performance of the facilitator
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and recorder
,
and their own performance as a group member.
A suggested process for this is that the members describe
in as specific terms as possible what occurred, what people said
or did, and their reactions to the same. These would be
recorded on newsprint (not necessarily with names attached).
This information then provides a basis for making agreements on
how the group wants to operate at the next meeting. These would
also be recorded. A helpful part of this evaluation is to be
sure to include giving feedback to the people who operated in
the roles of facilitator and recorder. This portion of the
meeting not only leads, hopefully, to making meetings more effective,
but also provides an education in group process to the members.
If the meeting lasts a day or longer, than these evaluation
sessions would be useful periodically during the meeting so
in-flight corrections can be made, as well as at the close of
the entire meeting or conference.
Problems With The Model
Some potential trouble spots that might be encountered in
this model are in the areas of power and authority and differing
values. For example, while facilitating a meeting, to whom is
the facilitator responsible, the manager or the group? If the
manager has laid out a task and the staff indicates that that is
not anything they want to do, what does the facilitator do?
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A partial answer lies in who hired the facilitator. If
he/she is a fulltime staff member or a consultant hired by the
organization, the facilitator is responsible to perform the
services he/she has been hired to perform. Facilitators can
function more effectively in such conflict situations if they
have negotiated their position beforehand with the person with
authority in the group.
Such a conflict is more likely to occur within a hierarchical
organization. When facilitating temporary task forces, committees
and boards, the facilitator is generally required to be res-
ponsive to the entire group. Again, clarifying this either
before the meeting starts or as it begins is important.
Other issues that need to be clarified between the
facilitator and the person in authority include the relationship
of the manager or administrator with the staff and with the
facilitator during the meeting. For example, will the manager
allow the facilitator or a group member to tell him or her when
he or she is off task without retribution later?
Additionally, some members may see the value of resolving
personal and process issues among group members, others may not.
Some may be willing to spend time working out the group's
operating procedures, others may not. As with the other issues,
how this gets resolved depends to a great extent on the values
and decision of the person of authority within the group or with
the decision of the entire group. However the issues are
handled, agreements need to be made between the facilitator and
the chairperson or manager and between the facilitator and the
group prior to the meeting.
Values Underlying The Model
The meeting model proposed here makes some assumptions and
rests on some values. To understand the meeting method’s
function, some discussion of these is probably useful.
First, the primary value underlying this meeting process is
that people have a right to participate in any and all decisions
that effect their lives. Second, the model assumes that the
people closest to any situation, at work or at home, have the
most information about any related issue or problem. They,
therefore, should have an equal say over how the issues are
dealt with or the problems solved.
Third, the model sees as valuable the involvement, commit-
ment, and satisfaction engendered when people are involved in
making decisions.
Fourth, the model places equal value on both the people
at any meeting and what the people at the meeting accomplish.
Because equal value is placed on both the task and the process
,
time spent on either is considered important and relevant to
the outcomes of the meeting on both a task or content and a
personal or process level.
Fifth, the model assumes that group problem-solving
results
in solutions and answers of more quality, with
greater possibility
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for implementation because of the involvement of those who gathered
and shared the information, made the decisions, and developed
the plans. Therefore, the model values the creation and con-
tinuing development of small groups, committees, task forces,
units, teams, etc. to respond to the ever-growing and changing
needs of organizations, families and communities.
Finally, this model places greater value on long-term goals
than on short-term ones. It assumes that if group members
spend time working on their meeting procedures, clarifying
their decision-making process
,
evaluating their meetings
,
and
giving and receiving feedback on their functioning in the
group, then their efficiency, creativity, and overall productivity
and satisfaction as a group will far surpass that of a group
that does not spend time working out and continuously re-
evaluating how they work together.
STjmmary
A useful list that can be posted before the meeting partici-
pants on some newsprint as a reminder of the meeting format,
also provides a summary.
Ground Rules
Use of Time: Agenda items stated in end-product terms
Ordered or prioritized with time limits
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Leadership
:
Facilitator
Recorder
Time Keeper
Chairperson
Group Member
Decision-Making
:
Autocratic
Maj ority/Minority
Consensus
Group Movement
:
Define Task
Define Process
Do Task
Priorities
:
Evaluation
Personal over process over task
The model is shown schematically in Figure 3.1.
Figure
III-l.
A
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CHAPTER IV
THE TRAINING DESIGN
This chapter includes a brief* review of schools of learning
theory; the major learning theories and corollaries underlying
this study's training design; some specific assumptions made
about what would make the design effective; a partial description
of the design (a complete design is in Appendix A); a delineation
of the processes used to develop and change the design before,
during and after training; and an explanation and rationale for
soma of the revisions.
Learning Theories
Any training style rests, albeit frequently unconsciously,
on the instructor's assumptions of how people learn. A brief
review of learning theories will provide a framework for their
specific application.
Except where otherwise noted, the review is largely drawn
from the work of Clayton (1965, pp. 35-TT).
In any situation there are three major variables; the stimulus
(S), or the external factors of the situation; the organism (O) ,
or the internal factors of the organism; and, the responses (R),
or the actions and/or reactions of the organism to the situation.
Clayton classified learning theories according to the amoxmt
of attention paid in them to these variables. He named the
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authors of the various types, the specifists, the field theorists,
and the personality theorists.
The specifists are mostly concerned with specific units of
behavior, i.e. the stimulus (S), and the response (R). They
pay little if any attention to the characteristics of the
responding organism, or what might be called mediating variables.
Probably the most famous of these is B. F. Skinner.
The field theorists are more concerned with the qualities
of the organism and their effects on the response. They
place importance on the intermediate processes
,
as either
inferred or substantiated, as the major cause of the response.
According to them it is the perception of the stimulus as governed
by a myriad of variables that make up the internal organization,
that determines the action. Therefore, the organism is respond-
ing to a broad range of stimuli (internal and external) and
responds with a wide range of alternatives. An example of this
type is Kurt Lewin who saw behavior as a function of perception
of the situation.
The final category Clayton suggested was personality theorists,
or those for whom behavior is a result of the quality of being.
They focus almost exclusively on the particulars of the organism
for the source of action. Abraham Maslow is an example of this
type. He saw action and learning resulting from attempts to
satisfy or satisfying needs.
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For the specifists, learning occurs when an organism
associates a certain response with a certain stimulus, for example,
pushing a button which opens a door, behind which is food. After
some repetition the button becomes associated with eating.
For the field theorists
,
learning is a more complex matter
of responses to both inner and outer stimuli. Learning is not
as simple a process as with the specifists, and no specific
stimulus can predictably result in a specific response. Learning,
according to this theory, is more problem-solving; making
predictions or hunches on the results or outcomes of some behavior.
For the personality theorists, learning is a process of
meeting needs. Motivation to learn consists of an imbalance or
tension created by some lack or need. Because environmental
pressures only allow for a momentary balance equilibrium,
motivation to learn and to act is practically adways present.
The issue of motivation is never in question, as it is always pre-
sent .
Theoiy Of The Design
The design is based on or derived from the latter two
learning theories; the field theory and the personality theory.
The design assumes that participants respond to their internal
organism and to their needs at least as much, if not more than
to the external stimuli. For example, it was assumed that
if
encouraged to feel safe and comfortablethe participants were
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by being able to volunteer their involvement in any of the
activities (O), then they would be more receptive (R)
,
to the
training (S). It was also assumed that if they were dissatisfied
with the way their meetings were conducted at work (S,0), then
they wo\ild be motivated to learn a new way to conduct them (r).
Thus
,
the training was designed with these variables in
mind. Like the meeting model proposed previously, the trainers
assumed that if personal or process issues interfering with the
training were not resolved then learning would occur at a minimal
level. They attempted to respond to these priority issues while
still transferring some meeting skills. So, for example, the
meeting times were changed to accomodate the transportation,
child care, and energy needs of the participants and the pacing
of the activities was modified to suit the differing learning
rates of the participants.
The trainers also assumed that unless people’s needs were
being met by the training that the learning would be minimal.
The training was designed and implemented to try and surface and
respond to the stated needs of the participants. Some examples
of h.ow th-is was done follow.
* At the start of th.e workshop the staff asked the participants
to identify their expectations of the training. They reviewed
these periodically during training and modified the design
as
needed.
* The trainers asked the participants to describe the prob-
lems they vere encountering in their meetings at work or outside.
The model was then related specifically to these problems.
* At the request of the participants, the design was
changed to include opportunities for them to practice the
skills on particular problems and to use the model to develop
a plan to improve their work meetings.
This and Lippitt (l9Tl) maintained that regardless of the
learning theory, agreement exists among the various theorists on
the conditions in which the most effective learning occurs
Cpp. ^9-50). These conditions include the action and involve-
ment of the learner with the training group and the trainers
;
feedback on performance so that the learner can correct mistakes
time to internalize, practice the learnings; and the learner
deriving satisfaction or benefit from the learning as well as
receiving reinforcement for the correct behavior or responses.
The agreements also included some generalizations about the
behavior and attitudes of the trainers; l) that they assume
that all human beings can learn and that there are different
levels of learning each of which entails different timing and
methods; 2) that the learning goals need to be related to the
needs of the individuals; 3) that the individuals have a clear
idea or picture of the behavior they are to adopt and some
standard of performance by which to measure themselves; and
k) that the trainer have appropriate materials and resources
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for sequential learning which employs a variety of approaches
and methods to avoid boredom.
Specific Annlications Of The Corollaries
The following assumptions (Havelock and Havelock, 1973 )
were made when training was developed. We assumed that partici-
pants would be more likely to learn the skills if
*Their attendance at the workshop was voluntary.
*They understood both the overall goals and specific
objectives of the workshop.
*They understood the purpose of the various activities in
which we asked them to participate.
*They understood the directions for the activities and could
follow them.
*That as much as possible the goals, objectives and activities
be stated or described in specific or behavioral terms.
*They could describe the skills they learned and state how
they intended to use.
*Their expectations, or what they wanted out of the session,
were met
.
*The skills were verbally described, then modeled or demon-
strated.
*They practiced the skills, received feedback on their
use of them, and then discussed possible applications of
the specific skills.
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^Practice of the skills occurred in a small-enough group (two
to four members) to allow for contact and support
among participants as they took risks and tried on new
behaviors
.
*The concepts and skills were described and/or demonstrated
in a variety of ways and at least more than one time.
*In-flight corrections were made in the training based
on the feedback from the participants.
Some additional assumptions made that do not directly
relate to the training design itself, but were considered
important in relation to the overall learning environment follow.
Participants would be more likely to learn the skills if
*The sessions began and ended on the agreed-upon time.
*The session break times were known by the participants
before hand.
*The participants knew the first names of the majority of
everyone present.
*The instructors asked for feedback on the training from
the participants.
*The instructors were open to the feedback and indicated
that by paraphrasing the feedback from the participants
and changing the training design in an attempt to meet
th.e stated needs or preferences of the participants.
The overriding assumptions made were that if the ^partici-
pants could see the behaviors that were expected of them, and
then have a chance to experience the same behaviors that this
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would allow for integrating and responding to both the external
and their internal stimiili and for assessing whether the
behaviors would help them get what they wanted or needed.
This meant that participants were involved in two of the four
major ways which any theory provides for learning and the trans-
fer of learning; hearing or reading about that which is to be
learned and doing something similar to that which is to be learned.
Examples of these are lectures
,
reading relevant materials
,
role
playing and simulations. The other two methods are actually
doing that which is being learned, for example, on-the-job train-
ing, coaching, and "Doing or reading about anything on the assump-
tion it will help anything to be learned" (This and Lippitt
,
19T1, p. ^8).
This experiential approach relied heavily on the learners
directly performing, doing, acting, or actually using the skills
being taught in the session. Pfeiffer and Jones (19T5)
described this model in five categories of procedures they saw
as key to this type of laboratory or inductive approach to
learning. The five steps are experiencing or participating in
an activity; publishing or describing observations and stating
reactions to the activity; processing or discussing the
dynamics
that emerged during the activity with other participants;
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generalizing or stating what was learned during the activity in
terms of principles; and finally, applying or planning how to
use the principles again in other situations (pp.4-5).
Parts Of The Design
To establish the conditions that the trainers believed would
make the training more effective they deliberately included
specific activities and engaged in particular behaviors
. They
are described here as they are not readily apparent from
reviewing the attached training design.
Expectations And Ob.lectives
At the start of the workshop, after the initial getting-
acquainted activities, the trainers asked the participants in
a round-robin fashion what their expectations for the workshops
,
or, what they hoped to leave with at the end of the fifteen
hours. Responses were recorded on newsprint and posted. They
were reviewed with the participants toward the end of the week-
end. The ones that had not been met were marked and the new ones
that had emerged since the start of training were added. This
information was used by the trainers to either change the rest
of the design, or the participant was told that the expectations
were beyond the scope of th.e session.
Once the participants’ expectations were listed, the
trainers goals and objectives were posted and verbally reviewed.
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The trainers indicated under which objective(s) the participant
expectations would most likely be covered. Both lists remained
on the wall throughout the session and were referred to periodically
by the training staff.
Sequence
In introducing the skills the following sequence was
followed. First, the skill was described with a rationale for
its efficancy. Second, the skill was demonstrated by the
trainers. Third, the participants were encouraged to raise
questions about the skill itself and the reason for using it.
Fourth, they were then asked to practice the skill in small
groups of two to six members, depending on the activity. Fifth,
the participants gave and received feedback on their and others'
skill use and shared their feelings and perceptions about the
experience. Sixth, the trainers asked for remaining questions
or issues with the skills, the activity, or the rationale.
Directions
Instructions for activities were generally stated twice
and the exercise did not begin until participants had no more
questions. As the exercise commenced, the trainers moved among
the small groups to provide further clarification or correct
misunderstandings. They remained nearby throughout the activity.
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Application
At the close of the workshop, participants were asked to
consider whether they wanted to use any of the skills taught
in the session in either their personal or professional lives,
and if so, how. (See Training Session Evaluation in Appendix B.).
Staff Meetings
Meetings were held at the end of every training day and were
open for observation by the participants. The staff used the
skills being taught at them. For example, they conducted the
meeting with a facilitator, recorder, and time keeper.
Respecting Schedules
Although not religiously adhered to for the starting times,
the sessions ended on the scheduled closing time.
Designing Training
The following steps were followed to design the workshop.
Initially the trainers brainstormed a list of everything
they hoped the participants would be able to do, know, or have
when they completed the workshop within the overall session
topic and goals. The list was reviewed and edited in relation to
the items* relevance to the goals and the time limits of the
workshop. These objectives were refined and written in specific
language and placed in a hierarchy of skills so that skills
learned earlier in the session would act as a foundation for
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skills taught later. For example, being able to paraphrase was
listed prior to being able to facilitate as that is one of the
skills of facilitating.
For each objective, methods were brainstormed, discussed
and selected. Time estimates for each were made; all materials
needed were listed. The outcomes of these steps are in the
objectives, methods, time and resources columns in the design
in Appendix A.
A column entitled responsibility was added to the design
immediately prior to the workshop when the center staff met
with the Core Team. Responsibility for the methods was divided
among the members and the individual names added to the design.
Changing The Design
Based on the information gathered informally and formally
during training in-flight changes were made in the design. At
meetings after training, the staff generated two lists of the
activities and behaviors of the day that they thought or had
heard had either some positive or negative impact on the partici-
pants learning. With these two lists recorded on newsprint, they
reviewed and modified the following day's schedule.
For example, at the close of the session on the second day
of the workshop, the trainers reviewed the list of expectations
and objectives for the weekend with the participants marking
which had been met and which needed to be added to the list.
After reviewing the remaining list of unmet objectives or
expectations, two categories of needs emerged. First, the
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participants wanted more time to practice using the meeting skills
in difficult situations, for example, how to facilitate a meet-
ing with a combination of non-verbal staff members and a very
verbal administrator. Second, those with colleagues at the
workshop weinted time to strategize how to begin to use the
meeting method at their agency meetings.
The staff took the following steps to revamp the following
day’s schedule. They reviewed the participants lists of unmet
objectives and their own list of positives and negatives and used
the same process that was used to design the training, to re-
design it. They listed specific objectives that correlated with
the list of expectations; designed methods to reach the objec-
tives; assigned time and responsibility for each method and
listed the needed resources. The revised schedule is attached
to the original design.
Ensuing designs were developed on the basis of the written
feedback gathered at the close of each weekend on the Training
Session Evaluation (Appendix B). As a result of the feedback,
the following changes were incorporated into the designs of the
ensuing sessions.
*more time for each activity and fewer activities,
*at th-e start of each activity, the trainers wrote on
newsprint the objectives for the particular exercise,
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the steps of the activity, and the amount of time allotted
for each step and for the entire activity.
^definitions for words new to the participants were listed
on newsprint.
*more time for participants to practice the skills in a
variety of situations was included.
Summary
The design of the training mirrored in many respects the
very meeting model it was developed to teach. In designing and
implementing the model the trainers took into account the
personal situations and needs of the participants which they
anticipated would have an effect on the training itself. The
meeting model takes into account the same issues while attempt-
ing to elicit people's participation in meetings, just as the
design attempted to engender the people's participation in the
training. The model provides a way to summarize the training
design.
Use Of Time
At the start of training, the trainers reviewed the goals and
objectives of the workshop, asked the participants to state their
expectations, and added these to the list of goals and objectives.
The trainers had already ordered the objectives ajid activities,
and negotiated the time frame of the workshop with the participants.
They had also written the objectives in terms of the desired
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outcomes of th.e workshop.
Leadership
Although the staff acted in the role of trainers, for the
most part and made autocratic decisions, they also functioned
as facilitators when the entire group was making a decision. They
made it explicit when they were functioning in which role. In
both roles they encouraged participation by asking questions,
paraphrasing responses, and asking for feedback.
Decision Making
As with the leadership roles
,
the staff tried to make it
explicit when they were making the decisions about the design
and when they wanted the participants to make the decisions.
Because of the number of participants (3^), decisions made by
the group were made on the basis of voting, or majority/minority
rule. When they were making decisions, they agreed by consensus
that they wanted to vote.
Group Movement
During training, the objectives, processes, and time
limits for each activity were written on newsprint before the
activity was explained and implemented. The trainers modeled
the steps they were trying to train the participants to use
during meetings. (The staff did not do this consistently.
Feedback from participants indicated that doing this faithfully
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could be useful.)
Priorities
As described earlier in this chapter, the staff responded to
the personal and process issues of the participants as they
arose during training.
Evaluation
The trainers asked for verbal feedback periodically
throughout the weekend and for written feedback at the close.
The design was modified on the basis of the comments of the
participants
.
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CHAPTER V
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES
As indicated in Chapter I
,
the purposes of the study were
to present a model for running meetings; a design to train
people in the use of the model; assess the effectiveness of that
design and the impact of the use of the meeting model on the
participants* perceptions of meetings and jobs.
The model is summarized in Chapter III; the training design,
in Appendix A. To determine the effectiveness of the training
design we were concerned with the following behaviors and pro-
cedures
,
stated here as hypotheses.
Research Hypotheses
The following individual behaviors will increase significantly
after training;
Meeting Skills
-proposing agenda items
-suggesting procedures or processes for working on agenda
items
-offering information, opinions or feelings on agenda
items being discussed
-seeking information, opinions or feelings on agenda items
being discussed
Ill
-recognizing and clarifying others' contributions by
restating them in their ovn words (paraphrasing)
-calling attention to time limits
-reminding group of its topic or procedure when members
begin using other processes or procedures
-calling for group decisions
-offering compromises or alternative solutions when
agreement cannot be reached
-asking group to assess their satisfaction with the
meeting's accomplishments and procedures
The following group procedures will increase significantly
after training:
Meeting Procedures
-moving from defining task (what it is they want to do)
,
to defining process (how they want to do it), to doing
it
-having an agreed-upon decision mak.ing process
-posting an agenda in view of the group
-prioritizing or ordering agenda items
-setting a time limit on meetings in relation to the agenda
-recorder writing down the major items of discussion on
large sheet or on a board in view of the group
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The following facilitator skills will increase significantly
after training;
Facilitator Meeting Skills
-contributing to the process
-keeping the group focused on the agenda
-offering information, opinions or feelings on the agenda*
-seeking information or feelings from all group members
before decisions are made
*This will decrease after training.
Meeting and Job Satisfaction
It was also hypothesized that the scores of the Meeting
Satisfaction scale would increase and that job satisfaction woiild
improve significantly after the skills had been utilized.
Rationale for Use of the Field and Time Series Experiment
As already indicated the design of this study falls into
what Kerlinger ( 1973 ) referred to as a field experiment and what
Campbell and Stanley (1963) called a. time series experiment.
As with any design, the uniq_ue qualities and advantages are
usually a mixed blessing.
While the field experiment strengthens the external
validity with the realism of the field situation, it also adds
difficulty to controlling the effects of extraneous variables
that can weaJcen internal validity. A field experiment design
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vas well suited to this project as it involved the testing of
some hypotheses which were also an attempt to solve some problems.
The time-series design was also used for several reasons.
First, it seemed important to allow the trained participants time
to integrate and use the skills and to test the effectiveness of
the training beyond the initial training period. We also assumed
that if a variable as complex as how people feel about their
jobs was going to change, it would certainly take longer than a
month for the changes to be reflected in the questionnaires.
Threats to internal validity are serious in the time-
series design, particularly the threatening effect of history
on producing rival explanations for changes in the measured
variables. Certainly this study population was not as removed
from external influences as would be possible in a laboratory
experiment. Due to the isolation of the geographical community
which these agencies serve and to the relative stability of these
agencies during the six months of the study, it was thought that
the effect of any rival hypotheses was kept to a minimum. The
responses of the participants to the question at the end of the
self report instrument supports this.
Another serious threat to the time series is that of
''instrumentation” or instrument decay (Campbell and Stanley
,
1963, p. 9 ). Here the threat is due to either increased
familiarity of the respondants with the instruments or to a
change in a variable as a result of the respondants
psyching out
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the instrument rather than responding to the questions themselves.
This was a serious threat for a six months study as the
instruments were completed six times in six months. The final
three months of data were, in fact, disregarded partially as
a result of instrument decay and partially due to mortality, or
respondant drop out. Due to the small participants group,
fifteen, this added strength to this threat. Of the 15
participants who initially were observed and the 26 who completed
all the instruments, we were able to only follow them from
January through March. The frequency with which people were
asked to complete the questionnaires, the fact that they were
mailed to them and that several participants changed jobs
contributed to the mortality rate.
Research Design
Participants
The 26 who participated in this project were self-selected
and made up the paid or volunteer staff of 12 social service
agencies. All participants were white. There were 22 females
and four males. Of these, five were top or middle-level
managers. The remainder were line staff (19) oi’ volunteers (four).
Methods
To assess the training itself, three methods were
employed.
First, the participants completed a training session
evaluation
at the end of the 15-hour workshop. Second, they
were asked
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to complete a questionnaire on their perception of their level
I
of skill use once a month for five months after they completed
training. They were not asked to complete one prior to training
as it was assumed that the results would be equivocable due to
their unfamiliarity with some of the language and concepts.
15 of the 26 participants were observed at their
staff meetings once prior to the training and once a month for
five months after training. Individual skill -use was observed and
recorded as well as overall group adoption of the skills and
procedures
.
The effect of the presence of the observers at the agency
meetings on the behavior of the staff members was thought to
be minimal. "Individuals and groups seem to adapt rather
quickly to an observer's presence and to act as they would
usually act (Kerlinger, 1973
, p. 539 )."
To assess the impact of the use of the skills participants
were asked to complete two questionnaires concerning satisfaction
with their meetings and with their jobs once prior to training
and once a month for five months after. The untrained or non-
participating colleagues of the 15 observed participants were
also asked to complete the questionnaire on meeting satisfaction
at the same intervals.
Data Collection Procedures
Examples of all forms are in Appendix B.
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Training Session Evaluation
Participants completed this form on the final day of the
weekend workshop. The form was developed from the specific
assumptions the trainers made about effective training. These
were listed previously.
Self Report-Skill Use
All 26 participants in training were asked to complete the
Self Report-Skill Use form once a month for five months after
training. The first three were completed at the start of the
ensuing three workshops in February, March and April. The
final two were mailed to the participants in May and June.
The form was developed from the specific workshop objectives
and the research hypotheses.
Observation
Fifteen of the 26 participants were observed at eight
different agency meetings a week prior to the training and once
a month for five months after training. The initial observations
were done in January and the last in June. Each observation was
done for 30 minutes by two observers who kept a simple tally on
each participant's use of ten separate skills. They also
recorded their observations during the same period of the group's
adoption of six partic\ilar procedures and the meeting
facilitator's
or chairperson's use of four particular behaviors.
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The 30 minute period was determined by the meeting times
themselves. Two agency meetings were held simultaneously, each
for 90 minutes. Fortianately
,
they were held in the same build-
ing allowing the two observers to watch them both.
Two forms were developed that focused on individual skill
use (Effective Meeting Skills) and overall meeting procedures
(Meeting Procedures). They were designed so that the observers
would rely minimally on inference and as much as possible on a
simple judgement of whether the observed participant had per-
formed a certain behavior or not.
The observers were trained with a combination of lecture,
demonstration, role-playing, and feedback on their performance.
The training was considered successful when agreements were
reached on the definitions of the behaviors being observed in an
effort to measure as much as possible what we said we were
measuring (Kerlinger, 19T3, p. 539). (The inter-observer
reliability was .9^).
Where procedures were not readily observed, the observers
made verbal inquiries. For example, on item #1 on Meeting
Procedures, the observers were asked to indicate whether the
group had an agreed-upon decision-making process. If this was
not made clear during the meeting, the observers separately
asked two group members what their decision-making process was.
If they gave the same answer, the observers marked the item
yes,
if not, then they marked it no.
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Observers were instructed not to give feedback to the
participants until after the third month's observations were
completed. This allowed them to complete the Self-Report in-
strument twice before listening to the observers’ findings. It
also allowed the investigator to correlate the level of skill
use with the training design itself and not with the participants'
knowledge of the results of the observations.
Satisfaction With Meetings
To ascertain the effect of the use of the skills on the
feelings of both the trained participants and the colelagues
of the participants being observed about their meetings, these
groups were asked to respond to a simple ten item, five-point
scale instriment. The questionnaire included questions on the
goals of the meeting, participation, leadership, decisions, the
individual's feelings and attitudes about the meeting, its
organization, productivity, content, and the relationship among
the meeting participants.
The observed participants and their colleagues completed
these forms once prior to training and once a month for five
months after training. They were distributed and collected by
the observers. Those who were trained but not observed completed
them just prior to the start of the first workshop, three times
at the ensuing three workshops, and through the mail for the final
two months
.
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When they initially completed the instrument they were
instructed to keep in mind a meeting they had Just attended,
or, a meeting in which they had attended recently and would be
attending regularly. They were told to use the same meeting
as the referrent throughout the project.
The instrument used was one developed by Schmuck and Runkel
Cl9T2 ) based on another originally designed by Edgar Schein
C1969).
Satisfaction With Jobs
To assess the effect of the use of the skills on the feel-
ings of the trained participants about their Jobs, they completed
a Job Description Index (JDI) once prior to training and once a
month for five months after. The instrument was designed by
Smith (1969) and investigates five Job areas: work, super-
vision, people, pay and promotions.
Participants who were volunteers on their agency staffs
were asked to keep in mind their work at the social service agency
and therefore could not respond to any items in the pay and
promotions categories. All participants were requested to keep
in mind their agency colleagues as the topic for items in the
people category.
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CHAPTER VI
MAJOR FINDINGS, DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
Although data was collected for six months, only information
gathered during the first three months - the pretest and two
of the posttests - are reported here. During the final three
months of the projects, events occurred reducing the already small
sample to an almost meaningless size. Two of the subjects changed
jobs, two others quit, and several of the agencies did not hold
their regular meetings. Thus, any conclusions ventured would
have been hazardous at best. It was decided to base conclusions
on the data collected in January, February, and March, 19TT.
This chapter is organized into four sections, each of which
sxammarizes the findings of the study in the data collection
areas named in the preceding chapter. The first part considers
whether the training was effective and what about the design
made it that . The second reviews the findings about whether the
participants used the skills and procedures at their meetings
and whether they saw themselves as having learned and using the
third summarizes the changes found in satisfaction
with meetings and the fourth, with jobs.
Training Session Evaluation
The responses of the Training Session Evaluations
(N=26)
are summarized in Appendix; C. Some of the
findings are included
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and discussed in this section.
Findings
*92%, or 23 of the participants were able to state the goals.
*76^, or 19 were able to describe specifically two or more
of the objectives.
*88^, or 22 said their expectations had been met; 12^, or
3 indicated that theirs had not been met.
Discussion
As previously discussed, it was assumed that little learning
would take place if the participants were not clear on what the
purpose of the training was, did not have some input into that
purpose, and had none of their needs met. The findings indicated
that the majority of participants did know what the workshop was
for and that their expectations or needs were met. The fact that
fewer participants were able to specifically describe the learn-
ing objectives was not viewed as significant. There were 13
objectives - a goodly number to remember and describe in writing
at the end of a 15-hour training session.
Findings
*40^, or 10, indicated that they had always understood the
purpose of the activities; 52^, or 13 that they had understood
freq_uently; and 8^, or two that they had understood only
occasionally.
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*28 /2 , or seven stated that they had always understood the
directions for the activities; kk%, or 11 that they had under-
stood frequently; 2k%, or six that they had understood occasionally
and,
,
or one that he/she had never understood.
Discussion
Only two participants stated that they had understood the
purpose of the activities less than frequently. The task or
objective of the exercises were apparently made clear most of the
time to most of the participants. It appeared, however, that
the directions for the activities were occasionally not as
clear for six of the participants and never clear for one of them.
As with the meeting model, the step of describing how a task is
going to be accomplished, or how a skill is going to be learned
is a difficult one apparently needing more time and effort in
both design and implementation.
Findings
*A11 participants described at least one skill that they
had acquired and indicated that they intended to use the skill(s)
at home and/or work.
*80^, or 21 participants said it was a worthwhile session;
and 20^ or five rated the experience somewhere between worthless
and worthwhile. COnly one participant rated it between
"worthless and somewhat worthwhile.)
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Discussion
These ratings indicated that nearly all of the participants
thought the experience worth their time and efforts and that
they were able to indicate how it was worth it. These ratings
also indicated that the session spoke to some of the needs of
the participants.
Findings
*80^, or 20 participants listed practicing the skills as
among the three most important activities in their learning the
skills
.
*hk%, or 11, indicated that they would have benefitted
from more time to discuss or role-play the skills with specific
problems
.
*32%, or eight indicated that they would have benefitted
from more time to practice the skills.
Discussion
These findings supported the belief discussed earlier that
learning occurs most effectively when the learner is actively
involved and has time to practice and internalize the skills.
Summary
The two major criticisms that surfaced in the evaluations
were l) trying to do too much during one session; cramming too
many objectives into one activity, not allowing people enough time
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to practice; and, 2) using a language unfamiliar to the
participants without defining it, using their language.
The two major compliments that emerged were l) the
willingness of the trainers to listen to the needs of the
participants and change the design in response to those needs;
and, 2) the modeling or demonstrating of the skills by the trainers.
The assumptions made about what would be important parts
of the training design were largely borne out by the evaluations
of the participants. It is not certain, of course, which of
those components was more crucial than the others, or which
aspects of the training not even asked about were key to
people acquiring skills. What can be stated safely is that
this training design was perceived by the participants as the
designers intended: the design that was implemented was the
design the trainers intended to implement.
Of the two positive aspects of training mentioned it is
very plausible that the very fact that the staff was interested
in listening to the participants and in sharing with them how
the planning was done, was as important to their learning as
the actual changes made in the design. This notion is supported
by the research noted earlier into the correlation between
influence, satisfaction and productivity. It is also supported
by the personality learning theory which maintains that learning
occurs when a person's need is met. Our assumption Is that
most
people, on varying levels, have need for recognition
and partlclpa-
tion.
125
Use Of Effective Meeting Skills
Findings
These findings relate to the hypotheses listed as meeting
skills in Chapter V. The reported findings are the result of
direct observations of the participants and their own report
on their use of the skills. As indicated previously, only the
data gathered during the first three months of the project are
reported here; the pretest (P) and two of the posttests (P&l
and P&2)
.
Four of the meeting skills, as illustrated in Table V-1,
increased in use signigicantly (p. .05) on both posttests.
Two increased in use significantly (p. ^ .10) on the second
posttest only. This is also illustrated in Table V-1. Overall,
the use of all ten skills increased significantly (p.<l .05)
between the pretest and the second posttest (P&P)
.
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Table VI-1
Level of Significance of T-Tests
For Meeting Skills Over Time^
SKILL P&l P&2
Propose, clarify
comment: process
.033 .022
Offer opinions
,
info.
,
feelings
NS^ oo
Seek opinions
info.
,
feelings
NS
.051
Paraphrase
,
active listen
oo .003
Call attention
to time limits
.020 .021
Request group .OTl 1—
1
o
decisions
a-Meana, Standard Deviations, and T Values are in Table 1 in
Appendix D.
^Not Significant
The items that did not increase significantly on either
of the posttests dealt with proposing agenda items, reminding
the group of its task or process and offering compromises or
solutions. Asking the group to evaluate its meetings was a
behavior that only increased significantly on the first posttest.
The findings of the observers were substantiated by the
responses of the participants to a self-report questionnaire on
use of the meeting skills. The mean response was less than
three (maximimi=^) on the same skills that did not increase
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significantly in the observer's findings. This is illustrated
in Table 1-2 .
Table VI-2
Mean Of Responses of Self-Report
Of Meeting Skills Two Months After Training®^
Mean (T&l)^ St. Dev. Mean (T&2 )^ St. Rev.
* Propose tasks 3.5
. 6 i*8 3.4
.K
.703
Propose, clarify
comment: process
3.3
. 6l6 3.2
.652
Offer opinions
,
info.
,
feelings
3.5
.578 3.6 .562
Seek opinions,
info., feelings
3.5 .582 3.3 .804
Paraphrase
active listen
3.0 .824 3.2 .710
Call attention
to time limits
2.3 .983 2.8
.967
* Remind group
task, process
2.6 1.093 2.8 .732
Request group
decisions
2.9 1.017 3.1
. 766
* Offer solutions
compromises
2.7 .992 3.0 .871
* Evaluate meeting 2.0 1.148 2.0 .849
Note . 4=Freq_uently
; 3=0ccasionally ; 2=Rarely; l=Never.
3
- n=26
b T&1= Training & one month; T&2= Training & two months.
* No significant increase in use in observer findings. See
Table V-1 .
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The participants rated themselves lower (Mean=2.3 and 2.8
respectively for T&l and T&2 ) than the observers did’ on calling
attention to time limits during meetings. According to the
observers, this behavior increased significantly (p. < .05)
on both posttests. (See Table 2 in Appendix D for frequencies
of Self-Report of individual skill use.)
Discussion
The training was successful. The participants learned the
and were using at least six of them at significant levels
two months after training. The significant increase in the use
of proposing or clarifying process, was viewed as important.
Distinguishing between task or content and the process or pro-
cedures of a meeting was one of the basic and underlying skills
considered during training.
The partner skill of reminding the group of its task or
process did not increase significantly, however, although it
did move in the desired direction. It is possible that it did
not because most of the agency meetings had begun to use.
facilitators at meetings. Because it is the facilitator’s
job to keep the group focused on the task and the process, the
members might not have attempted to also perform this function.
Of the skills that were not being used as frequently, two
represent a set of skills somewhat more complicated than the rest,
and usually involve more risk-tak.ing than the others. These
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meeting skills are reminding the group of the task or. process
,
offering solutions or compromises, and asking the group to
evaluate the meeting. (Although these skills did not increase
in use significantly, they did move in the desired direction.
Asking the group to evailuate meetings increased significantly
(p.<C .10 on the first posttest.)
If the participants had been trained within their work
groups or with the people with whom they attend meetings,
these skills would probably have been used at more significant
levels. (Of the people observed, 10 were trained with one or
more of their colleagues, and five were trained alone.) These
skills - particularly offering compromises and asking the group
to evaluate the meeting - assume a commitment to group consensus
and improving group functioning, a condition unusual in many
working groups. Training intact work groups or meeting groups
makes more sense for creating long-range behavior change.
The other skill that did not increase significantly,
although the participants rated themselves as using it more than
occasionally (Mean-3.5), "was proposing agenda items. As a majority
of the meetings observed were conducted by the middle manager or
supervisor who also developed the agenda, it was disappointing
but not surprising that this behavior did not change signific-
antly.
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Use of Effective Meeting Procedures
Findings
These findings relate to the hypotheses listed as meeting
procedures in Chapter V. The reported findings are the result
of observations and the self-report of the participants.
According to the observers, by the second posttest (P+2)
,
at
least three of the seven agencies had adopted all five of the
procedures. (See Table 3 in Appendix D. ) (One procedure - that
of posting an agenda in view of the group had been adopted by
five of the seven agencies.)
The other procedures adopted concerned an agreed-upon
decision maicing process, prioritizing agenda items, setting time
limits and using a recorder to write down major discussion items
on newsprint.
According to the participants' report on their adoption
of the meeting format, 50 percent of the 26 reporting indicated
that their agencies were using all of the suggested procedures.
Close to T5 percent stated that their groups had adopted at
least three of the procedures. (See Table 5 in Appendix D.
)
Discussion
The increase in the use of these procedures was indicative
of a basic transfer of the overall method. These findings were
seen as significant, given that these participants were not
trained as work groups and had come to training as
individuals.
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This contention is supported by the fact that in the .three other
agencies who had adopted all of the procedures, at least two
people had been trained and one of them was in a management
position. It also made sense that the procedure adopted by
most of the agencies (5) was posting an agenda in view of the
group. It was considered one of the least complicated to learn
and use.
The participants not observed generally rated themselves
higher on the use of the meeting procedures than the observers
did. (See Table 5.) This discrepancy may be due to the fact
that 12 of the individual reports concerned eight meetings which
were not observed.
Use of Effective Meeting Facilitator Skills
Findings
This relates to the hypotheses listed as facilitator meeting
skills listed in Chapter V. The findings are the result of
both direct observation and participants' reports on the
facilitators behaviors.
Overall use of the skills and procedure by the facilitator
was reported as having increased significantly (p..^ -05)
between the pretest and both posttests. (See Table h in
Appendix
D.) Four of the five skills increased significantly (p.^.
between the pretest and the first posttest (P+l)
and to a p. < .05
and the second posttest (P+2)
.
level between the pretest
132
The skills that increased significantly included contribut-
ing to the process, keeping the group focused on the task, seek-
ing opinions from all members, and helping the group define the
task, the process, and then accomplishing the task.
The skill of not speaking to the agenda did not significantly
increase. (The scores from Item ^3 on the facilitator speaking
to the content were inverted so that facilitation would reflect
change in a positive direction for all of the skills. Speaking
to the agenda as a facilitator was advised against during
training.
)
The results of the compilation of the participants' report
on facilitator behavior corroborates the observers' findings.
Seventy five percent of the participants reported that the
facilitators were using four of the five skills at their meetings
at least occasionally. Slightly more than half the participants
(l^) indicated that the facilitators were speaking to the agenda
items frequently. (See Table 6 in Appendix D.)
Discussion
The facilitators learned the skills and used them. It
was seen as significant that the skill of facilitating a group
defining the task, the process, and then accomplishing the task
increased significantly on both posttests. This indicated a
transfer of a skill basic to the overall meeting model, that of
distinguishing between what the groups wants to do, the task;
how the group wants to do it, the process; and
doing the task.
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The fact that the facilitators, despite the advice of the
trainers, decided to continue speaking to the content or the
agenda items seemed to be a choice in terms of style rather than
a lack of understanding of the role. The significant increase
in the facilitator helping the group define task and process
lends support to this hypotheses.
Satisfaction With Meetings
Findings
The data on satisfaction with meetings was collected from
two separate groups; the trained participants and the untrained
colleagues of the participants. The data was analyzed for the
combined groups and for each group separately. (See Tables T,
8 and 9 in Appendix D.
)
Overall satisfaction with meetings for the combined groups
increased significantly (p. < .05) on the second posttest.
Satisfaction with the participation and productivity of meetings
increased significantly (p. ^ .05) for the combined groups in
both posttests as illustrated in Table VI-3. Satisfaction with
the decisions made, attitudes about the meeting, and the
meeting content increased significantly (p. ^ .10) in the
second posttest.
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Table VI-
3
Level of Significance of T-Tests
For Satisfaction With Meetings Over Time
For Participants and Untrained Staffs
ITEM p+1
Meeting Goals
.076 NS
Participation
.056
.016
Decisions NS
.017
Attitude NS
.065
Meeting Content NS
.030
Productivity
.026 .001
^Means
,
Standard Deviations
,
and T-Values are in Table T in
Appendix D.
When the data was analyzed for the groups separately, the
overall satisfaction of the untrained group members had increased
significantly (p. .05) for the untrained colleagues of the
trained participants in the second posttest while the satisfaction
of the participants had not significantly increased in either
posttest. Only two items showed significant increases for the
participants on the second posttest as illustrated in Table
VI- 4 . The items concerned satisfaction with participation and
productivity. These items also reflected a significant
(p, ^ .10) increase in satisfaction for the untrained colleagues
on both the posttests.
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Table VI-U
Level of Significance of T-Tests
For Satisfaction With Meetings Over Time
For Untrained Staff®-
ITEM p+2
Meeting Goals
.OW NS
^Participation
.066 o o
Decisions NS
.033
Relationships NS
.088
Attitude NS
.079
Content NS
.010
^Productivity
.018
.OOh
^Means, Standard Deviations, and T-Values are in Table 9 in
Appendix D.
*Items that increased significantly (p. < .10) for trained
participants. See Table 8 in Appendix D.
Discussion
The fact that the two items that increased significantly
for both the combined group scores, and the scores when analyzed
separately were participation and productivity was considered
an important indication that the training and the use of the
skills had a positive impact on the meetings of the participants
and on their participation and the participation of their untrained
colleagues
.
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That the overall satisfaction of the trained participants
did not increase while that of the untrained ones did points
to the need to train entire work groups, or units. A plausible
explanation for the discrepancy in the scores includes two aspects
of the meetings after training. First, the participants
probably were not encouraged to use their new skills by their
untrained colleagues. Second, the participants probably
compared their staff meetings with the simulated ones in which
they participated during training. There, the agenda was not
as important to them as a "real" one and they were working on
it with people who were using the same language and understood
the same process. Untrained staff members were probably com-
paring their somewhat changed staff meetings with previous
staff meetings.
The significant increase in satisfaction of the untrained
staff members with their meetings is also probably related to
the significant increase in the use of particular skills by
their trained colleagues. For example, paraphrasing and seeking
out the opinions
,
feelings and information from other meeting
participants were behaviors that increased significantly for
the trained participants. Also, the adoption of a facilitator
at ttiose meetings who was seeking everyone's opinions before
decisions were made and involving them in both defining the
agenda and how the agenda was to be accomplished was no
doubt
related to this sense of satisfaction with their
meetings.
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These facilitator skills increased significantly (p.
^
.10)
between the pretest and both posttests.
Satisfaction With Jobs
Findings
The Job Description Index (JDI) is a measure of job
satisfaction. There was no significant change in either of the
overall posttests or any of the subtests.
Discussion
It was optimistic to think that such a complex factor as
job satisfaction could be signifigantly impacted within three
months. It was assiuned that within the brief time period,
organizational variables other than meetings - for example, the
amount of job autonomy, management style - played a stronger role
in determining the participants satisfaction with their job.
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CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was to present a new model for
running meetings; a design to train people in the use of this
model; to evaluate the effectiveness of that design; and, finally,
to assess the impact of the meeting model on people’s satisfaction
with their meetings and with their jobs.
A review of related literature suggested the need for a
new model which woiild take advantage of the knowledge available
from the research into groups and produce more efficient and
satisfying meetings. Meetings were defined as a type of group
in the review.
Meetings were discussed in terms of the functions they serve
in organizations and communities and their growing need to
develop mechanisms through which they can process more infor-
mation, be more flexible, respond to complex and altering needs,
and survive amidst constant change. A variety of ways to run
meetings were summarized from two perspectives: from the view
of sociaJ. scientists and people in business and industry.
A case was made for evaluating the training design in terrus
of its effectiveness in transferring skills, for investigating
which components of the design made it effective, and assessing
its impact.
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The subjects of the experiment were staff members of several
social service agencies. The meeting model used as the basis
for the study was one developed by Doyle and Strauss (19T2).
A longitudinal field test was used for the study. Data
was collected before and after the training through two methods:
observation and self-report. The instruments used collected
data in four areas: response to the training itself; meeting
skills and procedures used; satisfaction with agency meetings;
and, satisfaction with jobs. Although data was collected for
six months
,
only three months of information was used due to the
increased familiarity of the participants with the instruments
and the decrease in the subject population.
The design for the training was also described, including
the objectives, methods, time and resources required. The
process used to develop the design and change it during train-
ing was also described.
Resiilts of the training, as determined from the reports
of the observers and the response of the trainees and their
work colleagues included the following:
1. The formats of the regular agency meetings or portions
of the formats changed. Many of the skills and procedures that
were the focus of the training were adopted.
2. The participants learned the skills and transferred them
to their job situations.
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3. The participants use of skills increased si^ificantly
between the pretest and the two posttests.
h. Their self-reports on the level of skill use agree with
the observations. They were using the skills at significantly
high levels.
5. The trained participants' satisfaction with their
meetings increased significantly in two areas; participation
and productivity.
6. The overall satisfaction with meetings of the untrained
staff members increased significantly, while the overall satis-
faction of their trained colleagues did not.
7. V7e assimied that the training was effective. We operationally
defined "effectiveness" as the participants being observed using
the skills and their reporting using the skills.
8. The six components of the design that the participants
indicated were most helpful on the training session evaluations
were
:
* practicing the skills
* observing the trainers using the skills
* hearing about the skills through a lecture
* receiving feedback on their use of the skills
* observing the participants using the skills
* being able to discuss or process their practicing
No significant changes in the participants'
satisfaction
with their jobs was found.
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Implications and Recommendations
Meetings
The review of literature presented in Chapter 2 discussed
meetings in relation to several aspects. They included meet-
ings in relation to l) the functions they perform in organi-
zations; 2) their being a type of group, a task-group; and
3) their potential as vehicle for exerting influence. The
design also implictly examined meetings in relation to their
possibilities as a medium inside organizations and agencies to
wield control or influence to improve, in this case, job
environment. Some initial theory-building was attempted.
Further analysis of the literature and more research into the
f\inctions and potential of meetings woiild be useful.
The apparent success of this particular model for r^unning
meetings in creating more satisfying meetings for the partici-
pants has implications for its use in Organization Development
interventions. Agencies, groups, and individuals reticent to
embark on any collaborative problem-solving due to frustrating
past experiences with meetings might more readily welcome such
actions with a guide to running more efficient ones.
As with any endeavor, the individual’s approach depends
on the assumptions they make and the beliefs they hold about
human beings. Accordingly, how one organizes and runs a
meeting is a reflection of assumptions made about its
participants.
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How one implements a meeting, or whether a meeting is even
convened, depends on whether one sees people as esseritially lazy,
unmotivated, desirous of avoiding responsibility at all cost or as
essentially self-directed, creative, intelligent, interested in
taking on responsibility and approaching the full use of their
potential. (The extreme continuum was taken from McGregor's
(i960 ) notions about management — the now—famous Theory X—
Theory Y )
.
The Doyle and Strauss (19T6) model and the other more
recent ones seem to be based on a very positive view of people
and their potential, closer to McGregor's Theory Y. Such
optimism is refreshing and hopeful during a time when some are
looking for ways other than demonstrating or dropping out to
make themselves heard, and influence their environment.
This model provides organizations largely dependent on
their ability to engage people in their activities voluntarily
a way to run meetings that can make better use of the people's
time, and therefore, help the organization survive.
This model is a clear and organized approach to implementing
meetings that expands their potential as creative, collaborative,
problem-solving tools
,
as ways to tap and coordinate the use of
people's resources, time, energy, and wit.
This model is young yet. Robert has decades of use and
centuries of Parliamentary procedure on which to stand. Further
study into the use of this new approach with groups traditionally
not cognizant of or open to advances in the behavioral sciences
(unions, for example) would be timely now. The findings could
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provide a valuable contribution to people trying to better their
situation through organizing.
Recommendations
Instead of being "cursed as a necessary evil" (Rush and
» 197^ » p. 6l) meetings could be studied more in the
management literature. They could also be discussed in
Organization Development writings in terms of their role in most
interventions. Of particular value would be an explication of
their role in interventions in relation to the values under-
lying OD and some suggested ground rules for operating them.
Schmuck and Runkel (1972) have already provided an example of
how to approach this.
Organizations frustrated with the productivity of their
meetings could hire consultants trained in group process to
observe their meetings and then work with the participants to
define what is obstructing their accomplishing meeting objectives
and make suggestions for improvement. Koehler, Lehner, and
Fisher (197^) suggested a similar method to improving the
functioning of meetings.
Group process training and increased participation have
already been correlated with increased problem-solving ability
of groups and increased participant satisfaction. It is time
for further study into group process training, or specifically
training in the use of this model, and its correlation with
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increased productivity.
Research, into groups has substantiated that a large number
of people participating in a meeting (more than 15) and the
presence of hierarchy usually has deleterious effects on the level
of participation. For meetings with both these variables
present, the model proposed in this study would benefit from
specific modifications to lessen their negative effects.
Organizations
It was stated that meetings serve various purposes in
organizations. This implies that a meeting format could change
according to the purpose it served for the organization. They
may be needed more in organizations where they serve an infor-
mation-sharing and coordinating function, a function that might
be filled by a manager in a more traditionally structured
organization.
Galbraith (19T3) has indicated that some organizations
undergoing stress due to the increasing uncertainty of their
task need to be able to process more information. One way to
accomplish this is to restructure and establish more lateral
groups, to move decision-making down to the level where much of
the needed information is available. Such groups would need to
develop meeting formats suited to that purpose.
Rush and Phillips (19T^) have suggested that meetings
be researched in relation to the characteristics
of an organization
axid its need for meetings. Such, studies would provide needed
guidelines for organizations as they redesign themselves and re-
look at th.e purposes of meetings.
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The findings of research into work and worker satisfaction
are clear. What workers want, what makes them satisfied is more
control over their immediate environment
,
a sense that they and
their work are important ("Work In America," 19T3). If it
can be assumed that creating this ability to influence and
control and therefore nurturing satisfaction among workers is
desired, then meetings provide a ready-made vehicle, and
probably a major vehicle, to gain and exert this influence.
Meetings need to be studied in light of this.
Recommendations
A more specific summary than contained here of the pur-
poses or functions of meetings within organizations would be
a useful addition to management writings.
Research into these functions in relation to meeting for-
mats could provide useful answers to the question of which
meeting fonuat is more efficient for which function?
Meetings seem to meet a variety of personnel and professional
needs. Some model-building on how to deliberately design
ways
to meet those needs could provide greater work-related
satisfaction
to workers
.
This quasi-experimental design sho\ild be
replicated for
longer period with a larger sample and
the inclusion of a
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control group. Stronger, better supported arguments could then
be made about th.e findings of this experiment
.
Training in how to run effective meetings should be done
in agencies outside the realm of social services. Some suggested
audiences are in xanions
,
business and industry, and community
organizations
.
Training
This presented a description of the training design, the
process used to develop the design, and the assumptions on which
the trainers based the design. With the completion of this
study, a design is available for implementation with an accompany-
ing training evaluation instrument. This instrument elicits
more than simple participant reaction and investigates potential
correlations between the assumptions on which the design was
based and its effectiveness. More thorough descriptions and
evaluations of training are possible. The format included here
for the design provided one model that was useful to this
writer.
Few of the participants involved in the training were
managers or had any say over how their meetings would be im-
plemented. The participants also came from different agencies.
None of them comprised an entire, intact work group. Only a
portion of the suggested meeting procedures were adopted by
less than half of the agencies. It would be more effective
and
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more productive to train intact work groups, including their
supervisors, managers, or the people in charge of running the
meetings
.
The pattern of responses to the training session evaluations
reflect the same message as the investigations into work and Job
satisfaction
- people respond to, take an interest in, and
derive satisfaction from that which they have some control over.
This has implications for the design or organizations and for
the design of training.
Recommendations
As future models for running meetings are developed, or as
this one is used and/or modified, the accompanying training
designs should be described as well as the assumptions on which
the designers have based the training.
Trainers should, as much as possible, encourage that train-
ing be done in intact work groups, or the group that intends
to use the model, so that there is support for adoption of the
new skilly learned when they are back in their agencies. This
would also provide a common understanding of the skills so that
one group would not feel let down by their colleagues' lack of
interest in the skills or by their lack of the skills.
If doing training for an entire group is not possible,
then ttie training for portions of those groups should include
role playing that is focused on introducing and using the model in
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their agencies or groups "back home."
Because clarity on the decision-making process is an important
part of this model, any training designed to instruct people in
the use of this method would need to include the person with the
authority to define the decision-making power of the group.
The assumptions that people make about what makes training
effective and how trainers design their workshops is rarely
described in the literature. Such discussions would be a new
and very valuable contribution to the field.
Participant involvement (and investment!) in the training
design is an important part of their learning. Designs will
need to include vehicles for involving participants in, if not
the initial designing, in at least providing information or
suggestions for in-flight corrections.
Conclusion
The effort represented by this study has significant
implications. It has siommarized a new model for running
meetings - a model that encourages equal participation and
forcefiilly emphasizes the importance of clarity on key group
issues. It also presented an effective way to teach people to
use the model. Additionally, it proposed some plausible theories
about the impact of the use of the model, developed a design to
investigate those theories, and began a probe of those theories.
It is possible and desirable to capitalize on the advantages
of meetings and avoid their disadvantages. It is possible to
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modify an age-old process to meet the ever-changing and ever-
growing needs of people, groups, and organizations. And, it
is most likely wise to provide people with an effective vehicle
they can use to modify their own situation to better meet
their own needs. Meetings is that vehcile.
The conclusions of this study were well summarized in 1952
in an article entitled Participation and Democracy in "Adult
Education."
Developing methods that enable people to
participate effectively in our homes, ovir groups,
O'Ur communities is the first step toward developing
methods for participation in larger social units...
If this organization takes the next step and makes
use of methods that enable small groups of the audience
to work out the really important questions that all
want answered, it has moved further along the road
of democratic participation. Then there are further
steps - steps that go deeper and deeper to the
heart of the problem of making democracy work - in-
cluding the study of existing patterns of partici-
pation and the inventing, testing, and practicing
of new ways to involve people in the plans and
actions of the groups to which they belong (p. 2T).
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Participant
:
Agency:
177
Date
:
Training Session Evaluation
!• Was your participation voluntary? Yes No
2. What were the overall goal(s) of this session?
3. What were the specific objectives?
h. Did you understand the objectives? (Check one)
( ) Always
( ) Frequently
() Occasionally
( ) Never
( ) I don * t know
5.
If not, please state what hindered your understanding.
6.
Did you \inderstand which activities were designed to reach
which objectives?
( ) Always
( ) Frequently
( ) Occasionally
( ) Never
C) I don't know
7.
If not, please state what hindered your understanding.
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8 . When you began, did you understand the directions
for the individual activities?
or rules
( ) Alvays
( ) Frequently
() Occasionally
( ) Never
( ) I don’t know
9.
If not, please state what hindered your understanding.
10.
What skills did you learn during this session? Please try to
be as specific as possible.
11. Were your expectations net? Yes No
12. If not, what kept them from being met?
13. If met, what helped them to be met?
lU. On which activities could you have benefitted from more or
less time? How much?
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15* Please list the following activities in the order of their
importance to your learning the skills. Place a 1 next to the
most important item, a 2 next to the second most important,
etc. A T would be next to the item you consider least
important to your learning.
Observing instructors using the skills.
Observing other participants using the skills.
Lecture (explanation of the skills).
Processing the practice sessions (discussing what worked,
what did not work, and the effect of using the skills).
Receiving feedback on your skill use from other participants.
Receiving feedback on your skill use during staff meetings.
Practicing using the skills in small groups.
l6. Please indicate what it was about the two most important
activities that made them key in your learning. Please be as
specific as possible.
IT. Do you plan to use these skills either at home or at work?
Yes No
l8. If you plan to use them, please indicate how you anticipate
using these skills. Please be specific.
19. If not, please state your reasons.
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20. Please categorize the pacing of this session.
1 2 3 1| 5
Too Slow Just Right Too fast
Boring Comfortable Exhausting
21. Was this a worthwhile experience for you?
1 2 3 h 3
Not at all Somewhat Enjoyable
22. Was this an enjoyable experience for you?
1 2 3 ^5
Not at all Somewhat Enjoyable
23. Is there anything you want to say to the instructors of this
session?
180a
Observer:
Date
:
_Agency
:
_Subgroup or Dept:
Time
: (Start) -(Stop) Address
:
Total Present: Facilitator
Room:
Yes NoMeeting Procedures
1. There is an agreed-upon decision making process.
2. An agenda is posted in view of the group.
3. Agenda items are prioritized or ordered by group.
4. A time limit is set on the meeting in relation to tasks.
5. A recorder writes down major items of discussion on large
sheets in view of group.
Please place the most appropriate number next to the following items to indicate
how characteristic the behavior was of this meeting:
1. Frequently
2. Occasionally
3. Rarely
4. Not at all
6. The facilitator (they may be called chairperson, director,
moderator ...) contributes to process, not content.
7. The facilitator keeps group focused on the task.
8. The facilitator offers information, opinions or feelings on
agenda items or tasks
.
9. The facilitator seeks opinions or feelings from all members
before decisions are made.
10
The group moves from defining task to defining process to doing
task.
Graphic representation of meeting: (include table and/or easel)
0 = Participant at meeting
• = Trainee
X = Facilitator
Q = Chairperson/Director
11 .
Observer;
pbservees
:
180b
Date
;
Time ; (Start) (Stop)
Total Present;
_Agency
:
.
_Subgroup or Dept:_
.Address
~
Effective Meeting Skills
1. Proposes tasks (agenda items)
for meeting.
2. Proposes, comments on, or
clarifies procedures or
processes for achieving the
tasks
.
3. Offers information, opinions
or feelings on agenda items
or tasks.
4. Seeks information, opinions
or feelings from other members
on agenda items or tasks
.
5. Recognizes and/or clarifies
members contributions through
paraphrasing or active
listening.
6. Calls attention to time
limits
.
7. Reminds group of its task or
process when members begin to
speak to other topics or begin
to use other processes.
8. Asks for group decisions.
9
Where agreement cannot be
reached, offers compromises
or alternative solutions for
group consideration,
10.
Asks group to assess or
assesses their own satisfac-
tion with the meeting accom-
plishments and procedures.
Tally/Total
181
Self-Report
- Skill Use
Participant
:
Agency
:
Date
:
In an attempt to get as accurate a picture as possible of skill use
we have been observing some of you during staff meetings. We
appreciate your cooperation and would like you to help us complete
at picture by sharing your perceptions of your use of the skills.
Please place the most appropriate number next to the following items
to indicate how frequent the behavior was this past month, (includeboth at home and work situations where appropriate.)
1. Frequently
2. Occasionally
3. Rarely
Not at all
5. I don't know
Meeting Skills
1. Do you propose tasks (agenda items) for meetings?
2. Do you propose procedures or processes for achiev-
ing the tasks or comment on or attempt to clarify
those proposed by others?
3. Do you offer information, opinions or feelings
on relevant agenda items or tasks?
k. Do you seek information, opinions or feelings on
relevant agenda items or tasks?
5. Do you recognize and/or clarify members' contri-
butions through paraphrasing or active listening?
6. Do you call attention to time limits?
7- Do you remind group of its task or process when
members begin to speak to other topics or begin
using other processes?
8. Do you ask for group decisions?
9. When an agreement cannot be reached, do you offer
compromises or alternative solutions?
Meeting Skills ( cent
.
)
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10. Do you ask the group to assess their satisfaction
vrith the meeting's accomplishments and procedures?
11. Does the facilitator (they may he called chairperson,
director, moderator) contribute to the process, not
the content? (For example, do they stop members
from interrupting one another or ask the group how
they want to achieve the objectives or tasks of the
meeting or seek opinions from people at the meeting?)
12. Does the facilitator keep the group focused on the
agenda or what they said they wanted to do?
13.
Does the facilitator offer information, opinions,
or feelings on the agenda items?
1^. Does the facilitator seek the opinions or feelings
from all members before decisions are made?
15. Does yoTir staff/group move from defining what
it is you want to do (agenda), to how you want to
do it (process), to doing it at the meetings?
Yes No
16. Is there an agreed-upon decision-making process?
IT. Is there an agenda posted in view of the group?
18. Are agenda items prioritized or ordered by
the group? —
19. Is there a time limit set on yo\jr meetings
in relation to the agenda or what the
groups wants to get done? —
20. Does a recorder write down the major items of
discussion on large sheets or on a board in
view of the group? —
If you are not using the skills, please state why,
and try to be as
specific as possible. Thank you.
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Agency Sub-Group or Dept
:
Answer the items according to your own opinions ebout the meeting.
There are no right answers. Circle the number on the scale that
corresponds to your opinion.
1. Goals of the meeting
Poor: 12 3 4 5 Good:
(unclear; diverse; conflicting; clear; shared by all; en-
unacceptable ) dorsed with enthusiasm)
2. Participation in the meeting
Poor
:
1 2 3 4
(few dominate; some passive;
some not listened to; several
talk at once or interrupt)
5 Good:
(all get in; all are really
listened to; open and lively
discussion)
3. Leadership of the meeting
Poor
:
1 2 3 4 5
(group needs for leadership not met;
group depends too much on one or a
few persons; no direction or no
leadership)
Good:
(a sense of direction;
leaders allowed to emerge
as needs for leadership
arise; everyone feels
free to volunteer to lead)
4. Decisions made during the meeting
Poor
:
12 3 4
(no decisions were made; de-
cisions were made to which I
feel uncommitted; bad decisions
were made)
5 Good:
(good decisions were made;
everyone felt a part of the
decision making process;
people feel committed to
the decision)
5. Your feelings during the meeting
Poor
:
1 2 3 4
(l was unable to express my
feelings; my feelings were
ignored, my feelings were
criticized)
5 Good:
(l freely expressed my feelings;
I felt understood; I felt
support from the participants)
6. Organization of the meeting
Poor: 1 2 3 ^ ^ _Good.
(it was chaotic; it was too (it was very^well organized;
tightly controlled, very poorly it was flexible enough so ^
done; I felt manipulated) we were able to influence it,
all went smoothly)
184
7. Relationship among meeting participant
Poor: 1 2 3 4 5
(my relationship with them is the T
same as before; I feel antagonistic
towards many of them; I don't trust
them; there is little potential for
a future relationship)
our relationship is much
imporved; I trust them more
than I did prior to the ses-
sion; I feel I got to know
and understand many of them
better; there is good
potential for future
relationship)
8. Attitude about the meeting
Poor 123 k 5 Good:
(boring; it was a waste of
time; I don't like the way
it was presented; disliked
it)
(interesting; was
liked it)
helpful
;
9 . Content of the meeting
Poor: 123 k 5 Good:
(uninstructional ; did not learn
much
,
not informative ; too much
process, not enough content)
( learned a lot ; was infor-
mative; I'll be able to use
the content ; content
appropriate to our needs)
10. Productivity of the meeting
Poor: 123 k 5 Good:
(didn't accomplish much; no useful (got a lot done; very— w — ^ ^ ^ y — —
ideas emerged; it got us nowhere)
come of this session)
(This instrument was taken from the Handbook of Organizational
Development In Schools by Richard A. Schmuck and Phillip J. Runkel,
National Press Books, 1972.)
If you are participating in the training, please write your name here:
NAME:
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AGENCY
:
DATE:
JOB DESCRIPTION INDEX
acsT^eot nf T,
^ describes the particularspec o your Job (e.g., work, pay, etc.). Place an "N" if the itemdoes not aescribe that aspect, or "?" if you cannot decide.
Work
_Fascinating
_Routine
Satisfying
_Boring
Good
_Creative
Respected
Hot
_Pleasant
Useful
Tiresome
Healthful
_Challenging
_0n your feet
_Frustrating
_Simple
_Endless
_Gives sense of
accomplishment
Supervision
_Asks my advise
JHard to please
_Impolite
_Praises good work
_Tactful
_Influential
_Up-to-date
_Doesn*t supervise enough
_Quick-tempered
JTells me where I stand
_Annoying
_Stubborn
JCnows job well
_Bad
_Intelligent
_Leaves me on my own
_Around wehn needed
_Lazy
People
_Stimulating
_Boring
_Slow
_Ambitious
_Stupid
_Responsible
_Fast
_Intelligent
_easy to make enemies
_Talk too much
_Smart
_Lazy
JJnpleasajit
_No privacy
_Active
_Narrow interests
_Loyal
Hard to meet
Pay
_Income adequate for normal expenses
_Satis factory profit sharing
_Barely live on income
_Bad
_Income provides luxuries
_Insecure
_Less than I deserve
_Highly paid
JJnderpaid
Promotions
Good opportunity for
advancement
Opportunity somewhat limited
Promotion on ability
_Dead-end job
_Good chance for promotion
JJnfair promotion policy
_Infrequent promotions
Regular promotions
Fairly good chance
for promotion
APPENDIX C
Agency
;
Date: 1-16-77
1 .
2 .
Training Session Evaluation
Was your participation voluntary ? Yes
25
No
0
What were the overall goal(s) of this session?
23 expressed understanding of goals
1 could not recal
1 stated "General Jnforraation-Really to be a better person"
3.
What were the specific objectives?
19 described two or more of the objectives
5 described one of the objectives
1 did not describe any
4
.
Did you understand the objectives ? (Check one)
( ) Always 7
( ) Frequently 14
( ) Occasionally 4
( ) Never 0
( ) I don't know 0
5
.
If not, please state what hindered your understanding.
The speed with which we had to practice and absorb what was
presented. , .amount of topics. . .Uncertain as to how to relate
role playing to actual problems Incurred during different
types of meetings.
.
.got a little burned-out with length and
intensity of workshop. Hard chairs I .. .1 'm a slow learner.,
,
Lots of information presented in a short time frame. It
didn't always click into place... Too little time in a day
that I could stay awake... our tiredness. . .Attempting to
listen to many things at one time, not stated clearly...
Tasks were related to what we' were learning, which causes
mirror or mirror confusion.
6.
Did you understand which activities were designed to reach which
objectives ?
( ) Always 10
( ) Frequently 13
( ) Occasionally 2
( ) Never 0
( ) I don't know 0
li’aiiiing Session Kvaluations
Page Two
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not, please state what hindered your understanding,
Sometimes one activity had several objectlves-which was great-but sometimes unclear that all could be met within one single
experience ,, .This was made clear with the practice sessions,,.
Inability to understand just what was expected of different
members ,, ,Dld not always reach objectives completely for me,,.
Activities were not always clearly defIned
. , ,Not stated
clearly or in terms easily understood by all,
.
.Explanation
often did not allow time for questions regarding task in order
to clarify.
8.
When you began, did you understand the directions or rules for the
individual activities ?
( ) Always 7
( ) Frequently 11
( ) Occasionally 6
( ) Never 1
( ) I don't 0
9.
If not, please state what hindered your understanding.
Not familiar with terms or role definitions
.. .Lack of skill
of how to implement skills after they had been identified...
The only real hindrance was at time a lack of vocabulary
agreement that is a difference in my meaning and whoever
was explaining.
.
.Moving too fast... Lack of familiarity with
the material.
.
.Lack of information on ground rules and
incomplete attendance.
.
.Being tired... Some unclear instructions
(eg., when to rotate, definition of pre -determined ta 3k(sculpture )
)
...These were made clear by practice sessions.
.
.Inability to
understand Just what was expected of different members...
Not clear enough at times or other group members had different
understanding...! felt we were moving too fast and not every-
one was ready or really understood.
10.
What skills did you learn during this session? Please try
to be as specific as possible.
l-PeedbaoKUsing roles -4
Facilitator -l6
Recorder -7
Group Member -10
Time Keeper -4
Director -2
Paraphrasing -5
Active Llstenlng-9
Brainstorming -2
Parroting -1
Group Memory -1
Functioning til midnight -1
2-
Problein Solving Steps
5"Conununlcation Roadblocks
3
-
Ground Rules
4 Organized Meetings
5-
Decislon Making
1-Role Playing
1 Content/Process Difference
2-
Deflning Task
1 -Trainer
I-Developlng Agenda
1-Action Planning
Iraiuitig Seasiun liJva luations
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11. Were your expectations met? Yes No
22 3
12. If not, what kept them from being met?
Although I /did gain exposure to many items and skills here
at the workshop, I cannot consider my expectations, not
without tangible change in the organization.
, .Too didactic...
Peeling aprt from the group in that I was absent from first**
two session. Disorganization of procedure-the actual ac tlvlty
of each participant was unclear what we were supposed to savAs I became aware of potentialities, my expectations raised.***
Now X am left with new expectations and no time in which to meet
them, (Leftovers)
13.
If met, what helped them to be met?
The last three hours of the workshop.
.
.Willingness of leaders
to allow change.
. .Role playing.
. ,l)Small group activities, 2)
entire group sharing results and problems, 3) effective use of
debriefing and review, 4)good group cooperation. , .Mary and
Jerry's flexibility to deal with the problems and questions
that arouse and answered them. Mary and Jerry's use of the
skills.,, I like the sticking to allotted time and organization
of tasks to be completed, , .The practice sesslons-role playing-
group discussion. All the time for conversation between
participants,
.
.Learning and reinforcing new skills and values
and implementing them. , .Practice demonstration, analysis of
skills and process, evaluation of the practice activity...
Congenial classmates. Instructors sensitive to group needs and
requests. Good teal,,.The excellent planning and the utiliza-
tion of the very techniques we were studying in the over-
all presentation. . .Role playing to get understanding, feedback
from group, seeing ideas recorded to clarify. I feel my expec-
tations were met .. .Willingness to change, actual experience in
role playing to see different negative behaviors and how
to handle such behavior, . .The assessment implement and Mary's
explanation of the process through which a leader-follower
relationship moves,.,I felt the trainers did an excellent
Job of constantly relating to the format. The format itself
was based on the basics of runnlmg good meetings and the
expectations of the participants. This Juggling between the
basics and our needs was very effectlve . . .Role playing and
discussion of (observing) ,. .Practice, observation, feedback
on my performance, , .Participation in various roles-feedback
from other people attending, , .Senstlve and flexible planning
of activities by planners, who also solicited by input.
-1- ral riirits ^^Stslon Evaluations
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a4. On which activities could you havemore or less time? How much?
benefltted from
8+ •Practicing runnings
agenda with roles,
process with time t
a meeting with
ground rules,
o process and
a pre
-determined
problem-solving
evaluate the meeting.
!+• Same as above only without an agenda set by trainer
'*+*Role-playlng handling specific problems.
7+ ’Small group discussion on problems back "home."
3+ ‘Observing a facilitator.
2+*Practing facilitating.
2+ Practicing being a group member.
l+*Reviewing.
1+ 'Action planning.
l+'How to use skills when I am the only one with them.
1+ 'Active Listening
l-'Active Listening (l- should not Introduce).
l-*Proces3, group dynamics, role playing.
Feel that group, not Just core team should be involvedin process decisions."
"Exercises should be "large group" first so people can
get familiar with role as group member and small groupslater to practice the specialized skills."
15 . Please list the following activities in the order of their
importance to your learning the skills. Place a 1 next to the
most important item, a 2 next to the second n.ost important, et
A 7 would be next to the item you consider least important.1-2 3 4 5 6 7
Observing Instructors 5 2 2 2 6 3
Observing participants 2 3 3 7 3 3 3
Lecture 3 1 4 1 7 6 2
Processing 2 6 7 3 4 2 0
Feedback-participants 3 2 4 4 8 1 2
Feedback-staff mtgs. 0 2 1 7 0 3 3
Practicing 6 4 1 0 2 2
Tr*ainint> iieasioii Evaiuationa
Pat^e Five
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Id, Please indicate \«hat it waa about the two most important
activities that nriade them key in your learning. Please be
as specific as possible.
Seventeen participants mentioned the actual using of the
skills-"hands-on"experience as key.
Nine mentioned being able to observe the Insructors and
the participants as key. It provided a chance to see how
others used the skills and how the roles fit together.
Eight stated receiving feedback was important -hearing how
others saw them.
Five noted that being able to process the sessions helped
to clarify the roles and the entire meeting process.
Four indicated that the explanation of the skllls-partlcularly
seeing the goals and objectives of the sessions- was Important
to their learning.
17. Do you plan to use these skills either at home or at
work? Yes- 25 No- 0
18. If you plan to use them, please indicate how you anticipate
using these skills. Please be specific.
Sixteen plan to use them as meetings.
Seven Intend to use the skills to get more staff Involvement
in their meetings.
Pour stated they will use them in any group experiences.
Pour said they will use them at home with their families.
Three hope to Influence their directors to incorporate
the skills and ground rules at their meetings.
Two will use them as teachers and two will use them as
a "person."
One mentioned using the skills as a counselor and one
in their work with families.
19. If not, please state your reasons.
One mentioned they were not applicable to their situation.
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Page Six
( 4 )
5
Too fast
Exhausting
( 20 )
5
Worthwhile
( 16 )
5
Enjoyable
23. Is there anything you want to say to the instructors of this session?
Thank you.., I liked swltchlng/rotatlng/sharing trainers. I
appreciated humor. I appreciated inclusion- ie. sharing how
plans came out. I appreciated flexibility of planner .1
appreciated obvious dedication in time and effort of planners...
Especially enjoyed your senses of humor.
.
.Thanks for making
the skills available in an interesting and common-sense
manner. , .Yes, I enjoyed this session very much and believe
it will be helpful to me in my profession as well as at
home. I enjoyed all the people at the session..! feel they
are competent in conveying these skills to a very large group
of people. To balance participants needs with basic Information
is not an easy task. I feel they did a good Job and would
like them to know I'm looking forward to using the skills.
I have a new appreciation for the significance of meetings.
And, if a meeting is not accomplishing something I desire
I have most of the skills to change things. Thanks Mary,
Jerry, and the Core team...YeahJ A relevant, learning -growln
g
experience. . .By role playing I as able to see myself more
as a person in understanding myself, seeing those negative
aspects of my expression that can be more of a positive
productive aspect through my willingness to change, to
bring forth what is right within myself...! have a hard
time evaluating things on paper because it's difficult to
bring an order to the mass of information ! have Just pro-
cessed in the session...! really enjoyed and like Jerry
and Mary very much. Someday I'd like to be able to do
things as well... I'd enjoy the use of multi -media to make
a break- films, slides, etc. Long days get me to saturation
point where learning slows to a c rawl and attention span
is low... Thank you- But, what does "Organizing Development
Skills" mean? .. .Thank youl I have learned new skills and
reinforced some old ones which I have already started using
in my personal life. It has helped me and it is important
20. Please categorize the pac ing of this session.
Too Slow Just Right
Boring Comfortable
'
1
^ (li)
4
21. Was this a worthwhile experience for you’
(0) (1) (3) (1)12 3 4
Not at all Somewhat
22. Was this an enjoyable experience for you?
(0) (0) (4) (5)12 3 4
Not at all Somewhat
Trainiriti, 3 aaiuii 3vaJuatlona
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to me!...Thank you! !.. .Thank you for your time, effort,
patience and help. I felt things were paced well although it
was an exhausting experience...! feel I've really learned alot
and I want to know more!!...! scored #20 a 4 because of the fact
that so much information was given in a relatively short period
of time. This can be difficult for me to attain maximum absorption
after a full work week. ! think the course was very well planned
and executed. ! am looking forward to the following sessions...
Good Job!,..Have said it -wish you could enjoy more.,,! felt
you were under time press and it got in the way of the teaching
process, ! would hope you have good and close follow -along
with core members. You are nice (clasp) and proficient people
who show a remarkable dedication to your profession! ,, .Perhaps
the workshop would be more useful to the participants with
more thorough participation of core-team members,..! have enjoyed
the training but would enjoy it more if ! could relax and
participate more. The fault does not lie with the instructors
but rather with ray own self consciousness and insecurity...
You made the sessions move, kept everyone involved and gave us
several interesting tools to use at work and at home...! love
you Jerry and Mary! -Greg, Carleen, Cynthia, Priscilla...
APPENDIX D
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TABLE 1
EFFECTIVE MEETING SKILLS OBSERVED^
H 1-TAILTEST^ MEAN N S.D. T VALUE D.F. PRQB.c
Propose, clarify Pre
.533 15 1.356
comment
:
process
-1.92 26 .033
P+1 2 . 30TT 13 3 . 2?6
Pre
.533 15 1.356
-2.20 28 .022
P+2 5.333 .5 8.330
Offer opinions
,
info , feelings Pre 14 . 066t 15 12.686
Not Significant
P+1 13.6923 13 19.45?
Pre i4 . 066t 15 12.686
-1 . 3? 28 .040
P+2 21.000 15 14.885
Seek opinions
,
Pre 3 . 866? 15 4 . 20?
info. , feelings
Not Significant
P+1 4.5385 13 5.840
Pre 3.866? 15 4 . 20 ?
-l.?2 28 .051
P+2 9.0000 15 10.??0
Paraphrase
,
Pre .066? 15 .258
active listen
-3.12 26 .004
P+1 1.3846 13 1.502
Pre .066? 15 .258
-3.23 28 .003
P+2 2.93331 15 3.432
TABLE 1 (cont.)
EFFECTIVE MEETING SKILLS OBSERVED®-
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, ,
1-TAIL
ITEM° TEST^ MEAN N S.D. T VALUE D.F. PROB . ^
Call attention Pre 0 15 0
to time limits
P+1 .5385 15 .967
-2.16 26 020
Pre 0 15 0
-2.13 28 021
P+2 .7333 15 1.335
Request group Pre .2000 15 .561
decisions
P+1 .6923 13 1.032
-1.54 26 071
Pre .2000 15 .561
-1.84 28 .04l
P+2 .9333 15 1.438
Assess meeting Pre .0667 15 COCJ
-2.14 26 .028
P+1 .3846 13 .506
Pre .0667 15 .258
No Significance
P+2 0 15 0
Skills #1-10 Pre 2.1933 15 1.907
No Significance
P+1 2.4692 13 2.759
Pre 2.1933 15 1.907
-2.05 28 .025
P+2 4.1600 15 000
1
—1on —
a.
b.
c.
d.
Skills with p. < *10 Items correspond with # 1-10, p. l80b.
Inter-observer reliability < -90.
„ „ ^ ^
One-tailed probabilities computed by unpaired T test
using
separate variance estimate.
Pre= pretest; P+l= pretest + one month; P+2- pretest
+ two months.
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TABLE 2
FREQUENCIES OF SELF REPORT OF INDIVIDUAL SKILL USE®-
item POSTTEST 1 (N=26) POSTTEST 2 (N=26)
code Freq
.
Pet. Code Freq
.
Pet
.
Propose tasks. Not 0 0 Not 0 0
agenda items
Rare 2 7.7 Rare 3 11.5
Occ
.
9 3U.6 Occ. 9 3k.6
Freq. 15 57.7 Freq. l4 53.8
Propose, clarify Not 0 0 Not 0 0
comment
:
process
Rare 2 7.7 Rare 3 11.5
Occ
.
lU 53.8 Occ
.
Ik 53.8
Freq. 10 38.5 Freq. 9 3U.6
Offer opinions. Not 0 0 Not 0 0
info, feelings
Rare 1 3.8 Rare 1 3.8
Occ
.
9 3h.6 Occ
.
7 26.9
Freq.
1
\o
1
—
1
61.5 Freq. 18 69.2
Seek opinions
,
Not 0 0 Not 0 0
info, feelings
Rare 1 3.8 Rare 5 19.2
Occ
.
10 38.5 Occ
.
6 23.1
Freq. 15 57.7 Freq. 15 57.7
Paraphrase
,
Not 0 0 Not 0 0
active listen
Rare 8 30.8 Rare k 15 .^
Occ. 9 3^.6 Occ
.
12 1+ 6.2
Freq. 9 3^.6 Freq. 10 38.5
TABLE 2 (cont.)
FREQUENCIES OF SELF REPORT OF INDIVIDUAL SKILL USE®^
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POSTTEST 1 (N=26) POSTTEST 2 (N=26)
code Freq. Pet. Code Freq, Pet.
Call attention Not 4 15.4 Not 4 15.4
to time limits
Rare T 26.9 Rare 2 T.T
Occ. 12 46.2 Occ. l4 53.8
Freq. 2 T.T Freq. 6 23.1
Focus group: Not 4 15.
h
Not 1 3.8
task or process
Rare 3 11.5 Rare 6 23.1
Occ. 13 50.0 Occ. 15 5T.T
Freq. 5 19.2 Freq. 4 15 .
h
Request group Not 1 3.8 Not 1 3.8
decisions
Rare 5 19.2 Rare 3 11.5
Occ
.
11 42.3 Occ. l4 53.8
Freq. 8 30.8 Freq. 8 30.8
Offer compromises Not 0 T.T Not 1 3.8
Rare 4 15.4 Rare 3 11.5
Occ. 16 61.5 Occ
.
15 5T.T
Freq. 4 15 .
h
Freq. T 26.9
Assess meeting Not 10 38.5 Not 8 30.8
satisfaction
Rare 5 19.2 Rare 11 42.3
Occ. T 26.9 Occ
.
6 23.1
Freq. 3 11.5 Freq
.
1 3.8
a. Items correspond with #1-10 .pp. I8I-I82.
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TABLE 3
MEETING PROCEDURES OBSERVED^
ITEM^
(N=8)c
PRETEST
(N=6)c
POSTTEST 1
(N=7)^
POSTTEST 2
Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No
Agreed-upon
decision-making
process
1 T 3 3 3 h
Agenda posted
in view of
group
1 T 2 1+ 5 2
Agenda items
prioritized
by group
1 7 2 U 3 h
Meeting
time limit
set re agenda
1 7 2 h 3 h
Recorder writes
major items
in view of
group
1 7 1 5 3 h
a. Items correspond with § 1-5 p. l80a.
b. Inter-observer reliability p? .98.
c. N refers to total number of agencies observed.
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TABLE 4
FACILITATOR MEETING PROCEDURES OBSERVEDa
ITEM^ TEST'^ MEAN N S.D. T VALUE D.F.
1-TAIL
PROB .
c
Facilitator Pre 1.6250 8 .518
contributes
to process P+1 2.5000 6 1.049
-1.88 12 .051
Pre 1.6250 8 .518
-4.89 13 .000
p+pd 3.2857 7 .756
Facilitator Pre 2.3750 8 1.320
focuses group
on the task P+1 3.5000 6 .837
-1.96 12 .036
Pre 2.3750 8 1.320
-2.70 13 .012
P+2d 3.7143 7 .488
Facilitator Pre 1.2500 8 .463
seeks opinions
from all mem- P+1 3.000 6 .894
-4.37 12 .001
bers
Pre 1.2500 8 .463
-6.15 13 .000
P+2 3.1429 7 .690
Group defines
task, process
Pre 1.1250
1 . 6667
8 .354
.816
-1.52 12 .089
P+1 6
Pre 1.1250 8 .354
1 . 6.93 13 .000
P+? 3.2857 7 . 756 ..
Procedures #6-10 Pre 1.5500 8 .411
-3.12 12 .006
P+1 2.4000 6 .566
Pre 1.5500 8 .411
-6.99 13 .000
P+2 3.0286 7 .407
TABLE 4 ( cont
.
)
FACILITATOR MEETING PROCEDURES OBSERVED^
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a. Procedures vith p. < .10 Items correspond with it 6-10, p. l80a.
b. Inter-observer reliability > .94.
c. One-tailed probabilities computed by unpaired "T” test using
separate variance estimate.
d. Pre = pretest; P+1 = pretest + one month; P+2 = pretest + two months.
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TABLE 5
FREQUENCIES OF PARTICIPANT REPORT ON MEETING PROCEDURES®-
ITEM
(N=26)
POSTTEST 1
(N=26)
POSTTEST 2
Yes/No Yes/No
Agreed-upon
decision-malcing
process
15 10 19 6
Agenda posted
in view
of group
15 10 19 6
Agenda items
prioritized
by group
12 13 13 12
Meeting
time limit
set re agenda 15 10 20 5
Recorder writes
major items
in view of group
12 13 Ih 10
a. Items correspond with #16-20 on p. l82.
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TABLE 6
FREQUENCIES OF PARTICIPANT REPORT ON FACILITATOR PROCEDURES^
X 1 POSTTEST 1 (N=26) POSTTEST 2 (N=26)
code Freq
.
Pet. Code Freq
.
Pet
.
Facilitator
contributes
Not 2 7.7 Not 2 7.7
to process Rare 3 11.5 Rare 2 7.7
Occ. 16 61.5 Occ. 6 23.1
Freq. 5 19.2 Freq. 15- 57.7
Facilitator Not 1 3.8 Not 0 0
focuses group
on the task Rare 3 11.5 Rare 0 0
Occ
.
12 46.2 Occ. 6 23.1
Freq. 9 34.6 Freq. 18 69.2
Facilitator^
offers opinions
,
Not 1 3.8 Not 2 7.7
info, feelings
on agenda items
Rare 3 11.5 Rare 2 7.7
Occ
.
9 34.6 Occ. 6 23.1
Freq. 12 46.2 Freq. l4 53.8
Facilitator Not 2 7.7 Not 0 0
seek opinions
from 8l11 members Rare 3 11.5 Rare 2 7.7
Occ
.
10 38.5 Occ. 4 15.4
Freq. 10 38.5 Freq. 18 69.2
Group defines
task, process
Not 1+ 15.4 Not 0 0
23.1Rare 5 19.2 Rare 6
Occ
.
10 38.5 Occ
.
4 15.4
Freq. 6 23.1 Freq
.
l4 53.8
a* xoeiiib UUl 1 CbpuJLiu. //-I—t.—
—
fa. This is a negative item. The desired score is a low score,
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TABLE T
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN SATISFACTION WITH MEETINGS^
AMONG TRAINED AND UNTRAINED AGENCY STAFF MEMBERS
1-TAIL
ITEM TEST^ MEAN N S.D. T VALUE D.F. PROB.^
Meeting goals Pre 4.0152 66 1.045
-1.40 111 .076
P+1 4.2766 47 .877
Pre 4.0152 66 1.045
No Significance
P+2 4.1154 52 1.022
Participation Pre 3.6212 66 1.250
-1.67 111 .056
P+1 3.9787 47 1.113
Pre 3.6212 66 1.250
-2.16 116 .016
P+2 4.0769 52 1.045
Decisions Pre 3.7727 66 1.298
No Significance
P+1 4.000 47 1.022
Pre 3.7727 66 1.298
-2.14 116 .017
P+2 4.2308 52 1.022
Pre 3.92U2 66 1.071
No Significance
P+1 I4.ITO2 4T 1.049
Pre 3.9242 66 1.071
-1.52 116 .065
P+2 4.2115 52 .977
Attitude
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TABLE T (cont.)
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN SATISFACTION WITH MEETINGS®-
AMONG TRAINED AND UNTRAINED AGENCY STAFF MEMBERS
ITEM
1
-TAIL
TEST‘D MEAN N S.D. T VALUE D.F. PROB.^
Meeting content Pre
.
98U8
.
01+26
66 .969
No Significance
P+1 47 .999
Pre 3. 9848
4.2885
66 .969
-1.89 116 030
P+2 52 .776
Productivity Pre 3 .T2T 3 66 1.031
-1.96 111 026
P+1 4.1064 47 1.005
Pre 3. 7373 66 1.031
-3.19 116 ,001
P+2 4.3077 52 .940
Satisfaction Pre 3.9015 66 .866
Items # 1-10
P+1 4.0830 47 .852
No Significance
Pre 3.9015 66 . 866
-2.03 116 .022
P+2 4.2000 52 .734
a. Items with p. ^ .10. Items correspond with#i_io, pp. I83+18U.
b. One-tailed probabilities computed by unpaired ''T" test using
separate variance estimate.
c. Pre = pretest; P+1 = pretest + one month; P+2 = pretest +
two months
.
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TABLE 8
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN SATISFACTION WITH
MEETINGS®- AMONG TRAINED AGENCY STAFF
l-TAIL
ITEM TEST^ MEAN N S.D. T VALUE D.F. PROB.^
Participation Pre 3 .UTO6
3.7143
17 1.068
No Significance
P+1 14 .994
Pre 3.4706 17 1.068
-1.49 29 .070
P+2 4.000 l4 • 877
Productivity Pre 3.7647 17 .664
No Significance
P+1 3.7857 14 .802
Pre 3.7647 17 .664
-1.83 29 .038
P+2 4.2143 l4 .699
a. Items -with p. < .10. Items correspond with jf p and 10, pp. I83+18I.
b. One-tailed probabilities computed by unpaired "T" test using
separate variance estimate.
c. Pre = pretest; P+1 = pretest + one month; P+2 = pretest +
two months
.
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ITEM
TABLE 9
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN SATISFACTION WITH
MEETINGS®- AMONG UNTRAINED AGENCY STAFF
1-TAIL
TEST^ mean N S.D. T VALUE D.F. PTiOV. h
Meeting goals Pre 4.000 49 l.ll8
-1.67 80 .048
P+1 4.3939 33 .933
Pre 4.000 49 1.118
No Significance
P+2 4.2368 38 1.025
Participation Pre 3.6735 49 1.313
-1.52 80 .066
P+1 4.0909 33 1.156
Pre 3.6735 49 1.313
-1.66 85 .050
P+2 4.1053 38 1.110
Decisions Pre 3.7755 49 1.358
No Significance
P+1 4.0909 33 1.042
Pre 3.7755 49 1.358
-1.66 85 .033
P+2 4.2632 38 1.083
Relationships Pre 4.-612 49 .944
No Significance
P+1 4.0303 33 1.212
Pre 4.0612 49 .944
-1.36 85 .088
P+2 4.3421 38 .966
208
TABLE 9 (cont.)
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN SATISFACTION WITH
MEETINGS^ AMONG UNTRAINED AGENCY STAFF
TEST^
1-TAIL
ITEM MEAN N S.D. T VALUE D.F. PROB.^
Attitude about Pre 3. 9184 49 1.170
meetings
P+1 4.1515 33 1.093
No Significance
Pre 3.9184 49 1.170
-1.42 85 .079
P+2 4.2632 38 1.057
Meeting Content Pre 4.0000 49 1.04l
No Significance
P+1 4.1212 33 1.023
Pre 4.0000 49 1.04l
-2.36 85 .010
P+2 4.4474 38 .724
Productivity Pre 3.7143 49 1.137
-2.12 80 .018
P+1 4.2424 33 1.062
Pre 3.7143 49 1.137
-2.67 85 .004
P+2 4.3421 38 1.021
Satisfaction Pre 3.9224 49 .912
Items #1-10
P+1 4.1788 33 .913
No Significance
Pre 3.9224 49 .912
-1.95 85 .027
P+2 4.2789 38 .791
a.
b.
c
.
Items with p. ^ .10. Items correspond with ^1—10, pp.
One-tailed probabilities computed by unpaired "T test
separate variance estimate. j. ^ .
Pre= pretest: P+l= pretest + one month; P+2-
pretes
I83+18U.
using
two months.


